Wild About Rice 


Thank you for continually upholding the values of the American people in THE NEW 
AMERICAN. I was especially pleased with the article by Charles Rice in the December 4th 
issue. 

Mr. Rice's article, "The Advent of Abortifacients," was clear, to the point, and based on 
facts. I am in the medical profession, as is my family, and I work in a neonatal intensive care 
unit. It is so refreshing and encouraging to see journalists supporting the basic rights of the 
individual. 

Marisa Schaefer 
Reno, Nevada 


Reading is Believing 
Thank you for the article entitled "The Whole World in Their Hands," which was printed 
in the December 4th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, It is so comforting to have such factual, 
documented information that we can confidently share with our friends who won't believe that 
there is a conspiracy of the One-Worlders. THE NEW AMERICAN is the most important 
literature that we get in our home. 
Dona M. Bentley 
Milpitas, California 


"Death" Rumors Exaggerated 

Thank you very much for your excellent December 4th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. 
It came at a critical time when I and probably thousands of other readers were almost being 
overrun by the media blitz over the supposed "death of communism" in Europe. 

The first night that I received this issue in the mail, I read the Ingraham, Funderburk, 
Walentynowicz, and McFerran articles, along with the duBerrier interview and the book review 
on page 37. I retired for the night with mixed emotions of pride and fear. I was extremely proud 
that THE NEW AMERICAN had the ability and courage to write such outstanding articles, and 
yet, I was afraid because a one-world super-state is closer than even this Bircher realized. 

The very next morning Robert McNamara was on the ABC Morning News confirming 
what I had read the night before. He bragged that we are closer than ever to a super-state with 
UN enforcement. 

I again thank you for your informative December 4th issue. Issues like this make me 
proud of THE NEW AMERICAN and proud to be a member of The John Birch Society. 

Glenn Kraay 
Bridgeport, Nebraska 


Accountable to One's Maker 
A letter in your November 20th issue by Benton Cole of New York caught my attention. 
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He cares what dopers do and evidently thinks drugs are bad. As an experimenter with drugs in 
my young wayward days, I can tell you that they are indeed harmful. One of the most harmful of 
all is alcohol. I suppose Mr. Cole is staunchly anti-alcohol and wants it illegalized again. Most 
people can see that that would be a large problem. There are not enough jails now as it is. 

I tend to agree with Erik Johnson's assessment of the dope problem. The so-called war on 
drugs is a big rathole for a lot of tax dollars. I would say, when a doper injures me then arrest 
him; but until then let him be. If he wants drugs, he will get them. 

It's the old gun-ban mentality. If a guy wants a gun, he is going to get one. The world is 
awash with them. Leave it up to the individual to choose, not the government to choose for us. 
Know that in the choices that are made, accountability is to the Creator. 

Tom Lebengood 
Myrtle Creek, Oregon 


Minx Against Minks 

How timely the article "Sealing our Fate," in the November 20th issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN. On November 25th we experienced a group picketing our fur shop. There were 
exactly six people there for two hours, and one person stayed the entire day. For this large 
turnout the media covered this event with front-page stories, and newscasts of the demonstration; 
no honest reporting was done. No effort to be objective or to show two sides of the issue. 

There actually were more media people than protestors, but that didn't matter. Nor the 
fact that our business has been established in Alaska since 1922 and that it is successful, and we 
support our charities, pay our taxes, advertise with whom we consider to be our "friends," and 
employ several people. 

The protestors were mostly a group of "unemployed" or newcomers to our area, and the 
most prominent one was from Great Britain, and she had just come off of working on our oil 
spill. (How she got that job while other Alaskans are unemployed is a mystery to me.) Both my 
brother and I have served in the military and are active in several organizations, having 
contributed many thousands of hours in community affairs, but it is rather strange that a few 
people dedicated to your "destruction" can have an effect on your business. 

These "Animal Rightists" are attempting to impose their values on the rest of society; I 
believe this is quite "unAmerican." Now more than ever I understand why I have been a 
contributor to Accuracy In Media, and an occasional advertiser in THE NEW AMERICAN. 

Perry Green 
Anchorage, Alaska 


Squelch the Squabbling 

Thank you, thank you, thank you for the November 20th issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN. It put the environmental issue to me exactly the way I needed to see it. I had been 
ignorant of this area until now. Then, having read the article, I went to some of my EPA-loving 
friends and showed them how the government was trying to take more control over them on 
account of ants, termites, and sheep flatula. 

They also couldn't believe that that is what the environmental issue is all about. But, after 
they had read Robert W. Lee's article, they saw what was going on. Thanks again, NEW 
AMERICAN. Keep those hot issues rolling and keep on keeping me informed. 

Also, I'd like to point out a few things to those who are subscribers to THE NEW 
AMERICAN. One is, all of you who have been writing in and trashing the new look of TNA for 
changing its cover, stop and consider: While you are steaming about the changing of a magazine 
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(I know, I know, it's not just any magazine), somebody is changing your way of life, and not for 
your betterment. 

While we are all disagreeing on the smaller size of TNA, there is a group who are 
agreeing on a New World Order, with illusions of running it. While we are fighting amongst 
ourselves and at a standstill, they are organized and moving smoothly ahead. They have tools. 
We have tools. THE NEW AMERICAN is one of them. Use it, don't accuse it. 

Sure, I preferred the three-color cover logo, but I'm not going to drop the time I'm 
spending to fight the Conspiracy, Communism, and kooky Congressmen, to complain about the 
new TNA look. I love it! 

And those who are enemies of TNA don't really care what happens to the cover of our 
magazine; they only wish that it wasn't around to expose them. Now I'm not jumping on anyone, 
God knows my heart on this. I'm only saying this: that, whatever we agree or disagree on, one 
question remains clear: Are we for or against totalitarianism? 

Then what are we waiting for? Let's get it in gear, Americans! Let's quit fighting amongst 
ourselves, use this tool (TNA), and others, and stop the decline of this great republic of the 
United States of America! Let's expose the Conspiracy, destroy it by exposing it, and then go on 
to a higher ground. An era of less government, more responsibility, and -- with god's help -- a 
better world. And for those still smoldering, read "First Things First," in the Sealing Our Fate 
issue of TNA. That's where it's at. 

David Monaghan 
Lakemont, Georgia 


Majoring on the Minors 

As I was reading the November 20th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN last week, I 
noticed in the letters to the editor section under "Artists in the Audience" a letter sent from a lady 
in Oregon complaining about the new masthead cover color, purple. 

She seemed to be concerned about what secret message THE NEW AMERICAN was 
sending out by doing this, and wondered why an Americanist magazine (as if there are really any 
other) wouldn't be decked out in red, white and blue. 

I would just like to say this: Can all true conservatives please unite together for our 
common cause and quit majoring on the minors? Please. 

Eric Show 
San Diego, California 


FRONT PAGE The 
Fabricated Epidemic 

"This epidemic has just started..." 

This grim statement was made by Dr. Johnathan Mann of the World Health Organization 
(WHO) in 1987 and quoted by the Wall Street Journal. Only a few months earlier, Surgeon 
General C. Everett Koop had announced to a terrified nation that a minimum of 100 million 
humans would be dead by the end of this century. Worse still, this disaster had cruelly chosen the 
form of a progressive, absolutely fatal disease that killed only with extreme suffering -- a disease 
that had come to be known as Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome. 

What could cause such disaster? A bewildered public was told that a highly unusual virus 
had somehow broken into the human population. But, unlike in the past, scientists seemed 
paralyzed in trying to find a solution. Vaccination wouldn't work. The most potent drugs might, 
at best, only delay the symptoms. The condition wouldn't show up until eight to ten years after 
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infection with the virus, but was inevitable. It would only appear after the victim had developed 
antibodies. Everyone was at risk. 

Of course, there was only one solution. As Dr. Mann of WHO put it, "Global AIDS 
control will require billions of dollars over the next five years." Who could argue? 

Skepticism 

As of about the middle or 1987, this was the official status of the worst natural epidemic 
to strike mankind in the twentieth century. 

But then Something happened that wasn't supposed to. A twenty-two page article 
appeared in the March issue of the scientific journal Cancer Research. The author was the 
highly respected Dr. Peter Duesberg, a professor and research scientist in molecular biology at 
the University of California. As co-discoverer of the first viral cancer gene, expert on viruses, 
and member of the National Academy of Sciences, he was a voice that could not be easily 
ignored. In that article, after using several pages to question the role of viruses in cancer, 
Duesberg turned to AIDS. 

And he dropped a bombshell. AIDS, he defiantly declared, couldn't possibly be caused by 
the Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV). Which meant that everyone was on a wild goose 
chase. 

The reaction from scientific and medical circles was equally incredible. Not one 
professional even responded to this landmark article. When questioned by occasional curious 
reporters, scientists either refused to respond or launched personal attacks on Dr. Duesberg. 

Since that article, a growing list of scientists has come to agree at least partly with 
Duesberg: Dr. Harry Rubin, also a member of the National Academy of Sciences, and a 
colleague at the University of California; Professor Gordon Stewart, a British epidemiologist; Dr. 
Walter Gilbert, virologist and Nobel laureate at Harvard University; Dr. Albert Sabin, inventor of 
the polio vaccine; Dr. Robert S. Root-Bernstein of Michigan State University; Dr. Harvey Bialy, 
editor of the journal Bio/Technology; Beverly Griffin, a London virologist; Dr. Alfred S. Evans, 
a Yale University epidemiologist. The list continues to grow. 

At the same time, an increasing number of practicing physicians treating AIDS patients 
has also come to challenge the idea that any virus is responsible, much less HIV. The list 
includes such names as Stephen Caiazza and Joseph Sonnabend of New York, and Alan 
Cantwell of Los Angeles. 

Yet, the established view has not budged one single inch. Virtually no challenge is 
offered against the arguments of these dissident scientists and doctors. In fact, almost no one 
outside of scientific circles has even heard that this "debate" exists. 

The Epidemiological Case 

Most people are surprised to learn that AIDS is not a new disease, but rather a syndrome 
composed entirely old ones. Since September of 1987, the federal government's Centers for 
Disease Control (CDC) have updated the official definition of this syndrome. It contains a list of 
such diseases as Pneumocystis carinii pneumonia, Kaposi's Sarcoma (cancer of blood vessels), 
herpes, tuberculosis, salmonellosis, several cancers, and any "other bacterial infection." 
Presumably these diseases are tied together by a common cause of immune system malfunction. 

But this definition explicitly states: "Regardless of the presence of other causes of 
immunodeficiency, in the presence of ... HIV infection, any disease listed above or below 
indicates a diagnosis of AIDS." No matter what else may have happened to the patient to 
suppress the immune system, when antibodies to HIV are present, the virus is presumed to be the 
sole cause of the condition. HIV itself does not have to be present; antibodies against the virus 
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are enough. So, of course, by definition, people exposed at any time to the virus are likely to get 
AIDS. In other words, an arbitrary correlation has been created. 

Further, no controlled study has ever been done to compare people exposed to HIV with 
those unexposed, to see if those with the virus are more likely to get those old diseases. This type 
of controlled study is usually one of the first tests done to see if the correct cause of a disease has 
been found. 

The HIV virus itself can only be found active in a tiny fraction of all AIDS patients; in 
most, it is either inactive or even unable to be reactivated. Among the total number probably 
infected, only a tiny fraction each year actually develop something diagnosed as AIDS. 

The picture gets stranger. Even though all AIDS patients have essentially the same virus, 
afflicted individuals tend to get different conditions depending on which risk group they belong 
to. Kaposi's sarcoma develops almost exclusively in homosexuals with AIDS. Heroin addicts are 
far more likely to develop pneumonia. Infants with HIV contract pediatric diseases. 
Heterosexuals outside of risk groups tend not to develop AIDS at all. 

Case from Molecular Biology 

"HIV was claimed to kill billions of T-cells, which retroviruses don't do," shrugs Peter 
Duesberg when asked what first made him suspicious of the HIV hypothesis. 

T-cells form a crucial part of the immune system. In AIDS patients whose immune 
failure is verified, the universal hallmark is a severe depletion of those T-cells. Yet HIV is 
particularly unsuited to kill so many cells, since it belongs to a class of viruses known as 
retroviruses. These viruses are particularly distinguished by the fact that they reproduce without 
killing cells. 

Upon investigation, Duesberg discovered that, even in a full-blown AIDS case, no more 
than one in ten thousand T-cells is actively infected with HIV. But, he protests, the human body 
regenerates far more T-cells than that every day. So, even if every infected cell died, the body 
would never notice. In all other diseases, huge amounts of the causal microbe can be isolated 
when the patient displays symptoms. In AIDS, the almost-nonexistent HIV can only be detected 
with ultra-sensitive equipment that came into use in the early 1980s, and which is often used to 
detect inactive virus. 

HIV itself contains no genetic information unusual for retroviruses, nor can it "save" any 
of its genes for use ten years after infection, which is the "latent period" for AIDS. So it should 
not suddenly be able to spring back to life years later and cause conditions that it did not cause 
when it first infected. 

What Is AIDS? 

What does cause AIDS? Duesberg offers what he calls the "risk hypothesis." According 
to him, the AIDS story actually began with major lifestyle changes around 1970. Homosexuals 
came out of the closets and went into the bathhouses, while drug abuse in general began 
increasing. 

The dramatic increase in sexual activity by homosexuals led to repeated bouts of such 
diseases as hepatitis and syphilis. These alone can eventually weaken the immune system, but the 
problem was compounded when homosexuals began regularly taking antibiotics to prevent 
bacterial infections. Some antibiotics, such as tetracycline, are partly immunosuppressive. 

As if this were not enough, recreational drugs became popular in these public baths; 
stimulants such as cocaine and depressants such as marijuana came to be used on a daily basis 
among homosexuals in major cities. These drugs all have the ability to weaken the immune 
system over time. Most important, nitrite inhalants came into use as aphrodisiacs; because of 
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their unique function, these drugs were used almost exclusively by active homosexuals. Some 
studies have lent support to the idea that these inhalants may directly cause Kaposi's sarcoma. 

Various recreational drugs whose use has increased over the last twenty years, including 
heroin, are immunosuppressive. Therefore, heroin may be more responsible for AIDS conditions 
than dirty needles are. This, compounded with the malnutrition often experienced by drug 
addicts, can explain much. 

There is no documented evidence to indicate that hemophiliacs get more diseases after 
exposure to HIV. But they certainly experience more conditions than the average healthy person. 
One significant reason may be the use of Factor VIII, a clotting factor used today by 
hemophiliacs: it, too, can suppress the immune system. 

Another interesting alternative hypothesis for AIDS has been advanced by, among others, 
Dr. Stephen Caiazza, a New York physician who treats AIDS cases. As with other medical 
doctors, he noticed that some of the symptoms of AIDS conditions were remarkably similar to 
those of syphilis. When he began treating his patients with penicillin in 1987, virtually all 
recovered. While Caiazza believes much of AIDS may actually be syphilis, Duesberg is 
convinced that this only explains a certain percentage of the cases, particularly some of those 
involving "AIDS dementia." 

Given the contrived definition of AIDS, misdiagnosis and confusion with immune 
suppression undoubtedly comprise a great proportion of AIDS cases. When an otherwise 
treatable condition is diagnosed as AIDS, it is assumed to be terminal and goes untreated. 

These explanations do help in understanding the paradoxes of HIV in AIDS: the 
dissimilar distributions of conditions among those with HIV or AIDS, the inactivity of HIV even 
in full-AIDS patients, and why therapies aimed against the virus don't do anything to alleviate 
the conditions. They also place HIV among the long list of harmless microbes that humans and 
animals perpetually harbor. 

Why HIV? 

That such a monumental error could be made in the first place is both tragic and 
unbelievable. That this deadly error continues to dominate the scientific and medical 
establishment seems positively bizarre, until one understands the story behind the myth. 

President Nixon in 1971 signed legislation that inaugurated a war on cancer. This 
program was supposed to cure cancer by throwing large sums of money into scientific research -- 
taxpayers' money. The largest science project established under its auspices was the virus-cancer 
program, an attempt to study cancer genes by studying retroviruses. The previous year Peter 
Duesberg had isolated the first such gene from a retrovirus, so the field looked promising. 

But, by the 1980s, cancer was no better understood than before and viruses turned out to 
be irrelevant in human cancers. The only product of this virus program was a large, 
well-financed, and powerful establishment of biological scientists who made their careers 
studying retroviruses. Several had even won Nobel prizes. 

So it should come as no surprise that, once AIDS cases were first defined in 1981, a few 
perceptive scientists began suggesting that AIDS was transmissible and that the agent of this 
"new" disease must be a new microbe -- for example, a retrovirus. 

"Retrovirologists had to push for clinical relevance," explains Duesberg. "They were 
reaching out for relevance, and therefore looked for retroviruses in humans which caused 
disease." He adds: "Retrovirology is the best-funded program in biology." 

The American retrovirologist who pursued the unlikely possibility of an AIDS virus with 
the most enthusiasm was Robert C. Gallo, a researcher at the National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
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in Bethesda. The NIH is not only a major agency of the Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS), but is also the primary federal agency for funding basic biological and medical 
research. Once a latent virus had been stimulated to life in cells isolated from an AIDS patient, 
Gallo decided the cause had been found. 

A press conference called by Gallo and Margaret Heckler, then secretary of HHS, first 
announced the "cause" of AIDS to the world on April 23, 1984. But no scientific paper 
establishing reasons for believing HIV to be the culprit had yet been published. A government 
press conference, not scientific debate, decided the cause of AIDS. Heckler also announced that 
henceforth government money would finance the study of the HIV virus, with all other lines of 
investigation being dropped immediately. Most other retrovirologists quickly fell into line and 
eagerly began working on the new program. 

Probably the most powerful member of this virus-studying establishment to quickly 
support the AIDS-virus hypothesis was David Baltimore. With his position at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology and his Nobel prize for his work in retroviruses, Baltimore had 
developed a tremendous base of power. His call for the use of federal funds to draw scientists 
away from other pursuits into studying HIV helped to build his own influence, and of course to 
suppress dissent through what can only be called bribery with tax dollars. 

More recently Baltimore has been plagued by charges of falsifying experimental data; his 
position in science, however, may have been rescued by his appointment as president of the 
scientifically prestigious John D. Rockefeller University. Controversy among Baltimore's peers 
failed to stop the appointment, largely because the position was offered by the chairman of the 
university's board of trustees, David Rockefeller. 

The government's funding policy is not the only factor silencing debate. In blatant 
violation of all scientific precedent, a growing number of research discoveries is now presented 
to the media before publication of the data for review by peers. Sometimes the data is not 
published at all. This makes claims about the virus difficult to evaluate, and misleads the public 
about AIDS. The premature press conference of Heckler and Gallo has opened the door to ever 
greater degrees of irresponsibility in science. 

A No-Win War 

Therapies now being developed to treat AIDS are designed to target viruses, and will 
therefore prove ineffective. Worse yet, they are in fact dangerous. 

The drugs proposed for treatment are essentially all chemical analogs of DNA, the 
genetic material. This means that they kill cells by disrupting DNA replication. Zidovudine, or 
AZT, is the only one currently approved by the FDA. This particular drug was actually 
developed in the 1960s for the purpose of killing cancerous T-cells; it was shelved because of its 
toxicity. When used in humans, it kills the same T-cells depleted in AIDS. 

While this effect is officially justified with the assertion that HIV will kill those cells 
anyway, AZT has the capability to cause a condition of AIDS. The federal government has 
recently decided to begin testing AZT on pregnant mothers and on children exposed to HIV, as a 
preventative measure against future development of AIDS. Needless to say, many will develop 
sickness solely because of the therapy. 

Could there be hidden reasons for fighting such a disastrous war on AIDS? A hint 
appeared in the February 5, 1988 issue of Science. An article by two economists, "The Economic 
Impact of AIDS in the United States," offers this observation: "The AIDS epidemic will also 
highlight the financial problems of Americans who face large medical bills without adequate 
insurance." The result may be "calls for a broader system of government health insurance." 
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This last July Professor Michael Adler, of the University College and Middlesex School 
of Medicine in London, went even further by announcing that only with government action to 
fight unemployment and poverty would spread of the "AIDS virus" be stopped. 

Another suggestion was offered in the Spring 1988 issue of Foreign Affairs, the journal 
of the globalist Council on Foreign Relations. In a landmark article entitled "The Case for 
Practical Internationalism," Professor Richard Gardner of Columbia University called for 
dramatic expansion of the powers of the U.N. World Health Organization to battle AIDS 
internationally. Dr. Noble, of WHO, agrees. "We are a global village ... and must face this 
problem together." 

The war on AIDS itself is a new and growing spending program. In fiscal year 1989, $1.3 
billion was spent through the Public Health Service, and a projected $1.6 billion will be given 
out this year. Of that amount, $785 million will be used to buy conformity from science through 
funding of biological and medical research on the HIV virus. Another $367 million of this will 
fund a program known as "Information and Education/Preventative Services," which covers 
federal efforts to "educate" Americans about the nature of AIDS. This particular program also 
funds private AIDS foundations and activist groups, which in turn sponsor protests and other 
activities to call for more funding of the war on AIDS. In effect, the government is purchasing 
publicity for expanding this war. 

Where Now? 

Clearly, public exposure of the HIV hoax must be generated as quickly as possible. The 
war on AIDS, which uses tax dollars to generate its own expansion, threatens to bring about vast 
increases in socialism and losses of sovereignty while actually promoting the deaths of those 
who take AZT. All of this is in reaction to a harmless virus; the risk exists only for those few 
who choose to practice risk behavior. 

The only conceivable solution is an immediate de-funding of the war on AIDS at all 
levels. To accomplish this, however, it may be necessary to launch a Congressional investigation 
in which dissident scientists and medical doctors are finally provided a public forum, thereby 
bringing the debate about HIV into the open where it belongs. 

-- BRYAN J. ELLISON 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Ceausescu Executed 
On December 21st, Romanian Communist leader Nicolae Ceausescu was deposed by the 
Romanian military. After several days in hiding, he and his wife were captured, tried, and 
executed. When protests against the rule of the Stalinist dictator had begun in western Romania 
on December 18th, Ceausescu had sent troops in shooting. Thousands of protesters were killed in 
Timisoara and throughout the country. Recent estimates put the total as high as 70,000 dead. 
Pandemonium in Panama 
On December 20th, United States armed forces assaulted the Panamanian Presidential 
Palace and other military strongholds of dictator Colonel Manuel Noriega, two days after an 
unarmed American military officer was shot and killed by Panamanian Defense Forces. The 
deposed dictator, who had declared war on the United States just prior to the shooting of the 
unarmed U.S. officer, remained at large for several days before requesting asylum at the Vatican 
embassy in Panama City. 
ACTing UP in New York 
The radical pro-homosexual organization ACT-UP (Aids Coalition To Unleash Power) 
staged a protest against the Catholic Church in general and John Cardinal O'Connor in particular 
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in New York City's St. Patrick's Cathedral on December 10th. 

The demonstrators chained themselves to the pews inside the church and attempted to 
disrupt the Sunday worship services in progress, claiming that "Cardinal O'Connor wants to 
force women to have children," referring to the Church's position opposing abortion, and that 
O'Connor "condones hatred and violence against lesbians and gays," referring to the Church's 
teaching that homosexual acts are sinful. 

ACT-UP and the rally's cosponsor WHAM! (Women's Health Action Mobilization) 
advertised their protest in advance of the demonstration in the pro-communist newspaper The 
Guardian. 

Communists Retain Dominance 

On December 12th, Soviet dictator Mikhail Gorbachev closed debate on revision of 
Article Six of the Soviet "constitution," which insures the dominance of the Communist Party. 
"We would be making the biggest mistake" if the Communist Party allowed other parties to 
share in any kind of power, Gorbachev commented, calling the move to consider revising Article 
Six "hasty." 

NATO Welcomes Soviet Official 

On December 19th, Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze became the first 
high-level East-bloc representative to visit NATO headquarters in Belgium. The Chicago 
Tribune noted that the "visit was more important for symbolism than substance," since NATO 
was organized to protect the Western European nations from the threat of aggression from the 
Soviet Union and its client states. 

East Germany "Changes" 

On December 16th, the Communist SED (Socialist Unity Party) changed its name to the 
Party of Democratic Socialism and elected a new leader. The new chairman, Gregor Gysi, favors 
a Socialist-Communist coalition under Communist control, like those coalitions already in place 
in other Eastern European nations: 

We have to change our way of thinking. We want to use both the traditions of social 

democracy and Communism. The big weakness of social democracy was that it 

waged half-hearted revolutions. but knew a lot about reform. The Communists 

made revolutions, but did not know much about reform. 

Brazilian Presidential Election 

On December 17th, Fernando Collor de Mello won the Presidential elections in Brazil 
over Socialist Party candidate Luis Inacio Lula da Silva by a mere two percentage points. Collor, 
a self-described social democrat, and governor of the small northern state of Alagoas, was 
labeled "a free-market advocate" by the New York Times and the man "who came out of 
nowhere" by the Wall Street Journal. He based his campaign on an attack on the "maharadjah," 
or "lazy bureaucrats." Collor will confront a $112 billion Brazilian foreign debt, payments for 
which have been suspended, and a 1200% inflation rate. 

Andrei Sakharov Dies 

On December 14th, Andrei Sakharov, the internationally known physicist and member of 
the Congress of Peoples' Deputies (the rubber stamp legislature of the USSR) died of heart 
failure. Sakharov was widely known for his opposition to some of the policies of the Soviet 
government, including the invasion of Afghanistan, and his campaign for nuclear disarmament, 
which won him the Nobel Peace Prize in 1975. Sakharov was also known as an ardent socialist 
and one of the signers of the Humanist Manifesto II. 

Chilean Elections 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


On December 14th, Christian Democrat Patricio Aylwin won the election for President of 
Chile in a three-way presidential race. It was Chile's first free elections since 1970, when 
Communist Salvador Allende Gossens won a plurality of votes in a three-way presidential 
election. Allende was overthrown in a 1973 military coup led by General Augusto Pinochet. 
Pinochet had ruled as a benevolent and free-market oriented dictator since the 1973 coup. He has 
stepped aside as the leader of Chile, but will continue to head the armed forces. 
-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 
BIRCH RESEARCH INC. 


CAPITOL UPDATE 


The 101st Congress completed the first year of its two-year congressional term last 
November 22nd and is scheduled to reconvene on January 23rd. The Congress agreed in 1989 to 
aid Poland and Hungary, and to bail out the U.S. savings and loan industry. At the same time, it 
used accounting gimmickry to satisfy the Gramm-Rudman budget-limitation requirements, and it 
raised the national debt limit beyond $3 trillion. The following survey consists of key 
congressional actions in 1989, and pending legislation that Congress is likely to pursue 
aggressively in 1990. Dates refer to 1989 unless otherwise noted. 

Abortion: Mr. Bush vetoed three bills (one of them twice) because of anti-life provisions 
that were originally attached to them. Congress eventually agreed to remove these provisions 
from each of the bills. 

Americans with Disabilities Act: Congress failed to complete action on landmark 
legislation that would give an estimated 43 million disabled Americans, including AIDS 
sufferers, the same protections against discrimination that now apply to women, minorities, and 
the elderly. Congressional action will continue this year, and enactment appears likely. 

As approved by the Senate in September, the Americans with Disabilities Act would ban 
discrimination in hiring on the basis of disability so long as the applicant can do the job. Existing 
privately-owned businesses catering to the public would be required to take "readily achievable" 
steps to improve access to the disabled, while new construction would have to be designed to be 
fully accessible. 

Budget: President Bush and congressional leaders agreed in April to a budget accord 
intended to keep the projected federal deficit within the $100 billion limit set by the 
Gramm-Rudman law for fiscal 1990. Adhering Closely to this accord. Congress later agreed to a 
fiscal 1990 budget resolution of $1.17 trillion. 

The budget accord called for $28 billion in deficit-reduction. Congress failed to achieve 
this amount, settling instead for $14 billion in the deficit-reduction bill. Congress failed to clear 
the deficit-reduction bill until November 22nd, the final day of the session. Thus, the automatic 
spending cuts provided for by Gramm-Rudman went into effect on October Ist, the first day of 
fiscal 1990. These cuts will stay in effect for a total of 130 days. U.S. Comptroller General 
Charles Bowsher claimed in August that the fiscal 1990 deficit will be $280 billion instead of 
$100 billion. "The official numbers do not tell the real deficit story," he said. 

Because the government has continued to operate in the red throughout the year, it has 
had to raise the limit on the national debt. Congress "temporarily" raised the limit twice during 
1989, first to $2.87 trillion (from $2.8 trillion) and later to $3.12 trillion. 

Capital Gains Tax: According to the authoritative Congressional Quarterly magazine, 
Mr. Bush's "greatest legislative disappointment of the year was his near-miss on cutting the 
capital gains tax." Mr. Bush proposed the capital gains tax cut in his fiscal 1990 budget, and he is 
expected to recommend this cut once again in the new budget that he will submit this January. 
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Catastrophic Health Insurance: The Medicare Catastrophic Coverage Act of 1988 
provoked great controversy because it required beneficiaries to pay an income surtax to cover the 
costs of expanded health insurance benefits. Congress decided against shifting the costs of the 
new program to wage earners, opting instead to abolish the program altogether. 

Child Care: The Senate adopted in June a $2.5 billion substitute version of the Act for 
Better Child Care Services (ABC) bill. The House passed a much more ambitious federal child 
care plan in October as part of the deficit-reduction bill. 

The House-passed child-care provisions would cost an estimated $22 billion over five 
years if enacted. However, they were removed from the deficit-reduction bill by the conference 
committee. House Speaker Thomas Foley (D-WA) stated that this legislation "will be a priority 
matter" early in 1990. "We just simply did not have time to resolve the differences," he said. 

Clean Air: Mr. Bush proposed in June a comprehensive rewrite of the Clean Air. Act 
Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell (D-ME) promised that the clean air bill would be the 
first order of business when the Senate reconvenes later this month. 

The rewrite generally would toughen federal requirements governing air pollution from 
automobiles and industry. A House subcommittee, for instance, unanimously approved a 
compromise on automobile tailpipe emissions that would extend the rigorous tailpipe standards 
adopted by California (the toughest of any state) to the entire nation. 

Chinese Students: After Congress adjourned for the year, Mr. Bush pocket-vetoed 
legislation to allow Chinese students already in this country to stay and work here. Congress will 
likely ignore Mr. Bush's declaration of a pocket veto by voting to override it. In fact, the same 
day as the President's declaration, Majority Leader Richard Gephardt (D-MO) stated that the 
House would vote to override as its first order of business. But, even if the override is passed by 
a two-thirds majority vote of both houses, Mr. Bush could still challenge it, thereby forcing a 
constitutional showdown. 

Congressional Pay Raise: In December 1988, the Quadrennial Commission 
recommended pay raises for approximately 2500 high-level federal officials, including a 51 
percent increase (from $89,500 to $135,000) for members of Congress. President Reagan 
endorsed the recommendations in full. They were officially submitted to Congress the following 
January and were slated to take effect on February 6th unless the Congress adopted a resolution 
of disapproval and the President signed the resolution. The American public became so incensed 
over this issue, however, that Congress blocked the raise prior to February 6th. 

In the final days of the session, Congress approved a more modest raise as part of an 
"ethics" package. Thus, a congressman who voted for the pay raise could claim that he did so 
because of the "ethics" provisions. Under the new law, the salaries of members of the House will 
rise by almost 40 percent over two years, while salaries of senators will rise by only 10 percent. 

Flag Desecration: The Supreme Court set off a firestorm of controversy in June by 
declaring unconstitutional a Texas law that prohibited political protesters from burning the 
American flag. The controversy smoldered for months in Congress, while lawmakers voiced 
almost universal condemnation of the decision but disagreed sharply on the best way to 
extinguish the issue. Finally in October, a measure outlawing flag desecration became law, 
replacing a federal statute already on the books. 

Gun Control: In the wake of the schoolyard massacre in Stockton, California, Congress 
appeared ready to seriously consider banning the sale of "assault" weapons. But, with the 
passage of time, logic gradually replaced emotionalism, and the likelihood that the gun 
controllers would be able to push major new legislation through Congress decreased. 
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The Metzenbaum and Stark proposals, the major ones sought by gun control advocates, 
never got out of committee. A less ambitious plan (S. 747) did win committee approval, 
however, and is expected to be considered by the full Senate this February. 

Minimum Wage: Early in the year Mr. Bush vetoed legislation to raise the minimum 
wage from $3.35 an hour to $4.55 an hour over three years. Although his veto was sustained, Mr. 
Bush's action was not based on opposition to minimum wage laws but on the amount of the 
increase. Later in the year, the Congress passed and the President signed into law a bill to 
increase the minimum wage to $4.25 over two years. 

Nicaragua Aid: The Administration and Congress agreed to a compromise early in the 
year regarding U.S. policy toward Central America. Based on the bipartisan accord, Congress 
agreed to Mr. Bush's request for $9 million to assist the "election" process in Communist 
Nicaragua. Moreover, Congress agreed to provide nonmilitary aid to the Contras intended to 
keep them intact until after the elections scheduled for February are held. 

Poland-Hungary Aid: Polish Solidarity leader Lech Walesa received a warm reception 
from liberals and conservatives alike when he addressed a joint session of Congress on 
November 15th. Walesa used the occasion to call for a new Marshall plan for Poland and other 
countries in Eastern Europe. Two days later, Congress cleared legislation to authorize $938 
million over three years in economic aid for Poland and Hungary. 

Now that the Poland-Hungary aid bill is enacted, expect Congress to seriously consider 
legislation to openly assist other "reformed" communist countries, including even the Soviet 
Union. 

Savings and Loan Bailout: Mr. Bush proposed in February a sweeping plan to bail out 
the debt-ridden savings and loan industry. Six months later, he signed a revised version of his 
proposal into law. The new law provides $50 billion in up-front cash over three years to close 
insolvent thrifts. Although the thrift industry is supposed to repay this amount over 30 years, 
most of the additional costs for interest and other expenses -- $250 billion at least, according to 
the General Accounting Office's estimate -- will be borne by the taxpayers. 

-- GARY BENOIT, DIRECTOR 
BIRCH RESEARCH INC. 


NATION Attack of the 
Homosexuals 

Paul Cameron received his Ph.D. in psychology from the University of Colorado. Since 
1982 he has been chairman of the Family Research Institute in Washington, D.C. Dr. Cameron is 
the author of four books and over 160 scientific articles and has served as an expert witness 
before numerous federal and state legislative committees. For his principled stance on public 
policy related to AIDS and homosexuality he has been singled out as "Public Enemy Number 
One" by the militant homosexual activists. 

Subscriptions to the Family Research monthly newsletter are $15/yr. Family Research 
Institute, P.O. Box 2091, Washington, D.C. 20013. (703) 690-8536. 

Q. The scandal concerning Congressman Barney Frank's involvement in a homosexual 
prostitution ring awakened many Americans to the extensive homosexual influence in 
Washington. But an even greater scandal is the publication this year of two federally sponsored 
reports that are blatantly pro-homosexual and anti-Christian. Give us a summary of these 
reports, please. 

A. The first shocker was AIDS, Sexual Behavior and Intravenous Drug Use, released on 
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February 8th this year. It was written by a committee of the National Research Council, which is 
a wing of the National Academy of Science, and was funded by 437,000 taxpayer dollars 
provided by the U.S. Public Health Service, as well as grants from the Rockefeller Foundation 
and the Russell Sage Foundation. 

This report by the NRC, "America's finest minds," does many incredible things: 

* it calls the Christian perspective on homosexuality a "deeply rooted social pathology"; 

¢ it blames Christians for "stigmatizing" homosexuals and contributing to the 

spread of AIDS; 

* it suggests that the NRC's "enlightened" view of sexuality ought to be preached 

in the churches; and 

* it takes a giant step toward the homosexual dream of socially-sanctioned sex 

with boys. 

Especially outrageous is the NRC's anthropological focus on the Sambia tribe of New 
Guinea and the NRC's implicit endorsement of the Sambian homosexual customs. The NRC says 
the Sambian and other deviant cultures "challenge Westerners to reevaluate standard 
generalizations about adolescence and sexual development." By matter-of-factly rendering 
Sambian customs that include child brutality and molestation, the NRC implicitly accepts 
Sambian practices and explicitly suggests that we should learn from them. 


Q. Then, just a few months later, an even more outrageous report came out from the 
Department of Health and Human Services. 

A. In August, HHS released a four-volume, 888-page study titled Report of the Secretary's 
Task Force on Youth Suicide. It turned out to be a federal endorsement of virtually everything 
on the homosexual wish list. There is so much that is shocking and repulsive in this report that 
we can only touch on a few examples here. One of the most important and insidious elements of 
the study is its attack on the churches, on orthodox Christianity, which it blames for much of 
youth suicide. It particularly singles out "traditional and fundamentalist faiths [that] still portray 
homosexuality as morally wrong or evil," and specifically names Catholicism and Baptist 
churches as culprits. 

The HHS report warns that these churches' teachings can "create unresolvable internal 
conflicts for gay youth," who may then "feel wicked and condemned to hell and attempt suicide 
in despair of ever obtaining redemption." Like the NRC report, it puts the federal government on 
record as telling the churches they must "reassess homosexuality in a positive context [and] 
accept gay youth and make a place for them in the church and include them in the same activities 
as other youth." 

It says that "homosexuality is a natural and healthy form of sexual expression [and that] 
families should be educated about the positive nature of homosexuality" so that they can "accept 
their child as gay or lesbian." The report calls for greater community acceptance of 
homosexuality and the recruiting of homosexual youth and adults into youth programs like Big 
Brothers, Big Sisters, Boy Scouts, 4-H, etc. It calls over and over again for the inclusion of 
"positive information about homosexuality" in the school curriculum and endorses state 
acceptance of homosexual marriages and homosexuals as foster parents. 

Q. These reports would seem to substantiate the charges that there is a large and powerful 
ring of homosexuals within the government in Washington, D.C. advancing a pro-homosexual 
agenda. What do we know about the authors of these reports? 

A. The NRC report was the product of a 20-person committee (15 men, five women). The 
NRC will say no more than that "members of the gay community were represented on the 
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committee." When we asked for the curriculum vita of the committee members back in February, 
we were assured that public access to that information was "standard policy." Two days later, 
however, we were told that that was "privileged" information. The NRC says that the entire 
organization of the Council approved the committee's report in its entirety and that "there was 
not a single dissenting voice." 

When I pressed as to why not even a single citation of a contrary view was presented, I 
was simply told that, "from a scientific standpoint, this was a balanced report." That, of course, is 
a lie. All of the reliable scientific evidence from the fields of medicine, public health, 
psychology, and sociology contradict this report. Yet none of this vast body of scientific 
literature is even mentioned. 


Q. What was the result of your meeting with top-level officials at HHS concerning that 
department's report? 

A. I met with Bill Wead, Special Assistant to HHS Secretary Louis Sullivan, and it was quite 
pathetic, really. He assured me that Mr. Sullivan is very conservative and very pro-church and 
pro-family and all that sort of thing, and that Sullivan had ordered the department to cease 
publication and sale of the report. "But," he said, "you know how bureaucracies work. They have 
a life of their own. We really can't stop it." 

We have been unable to get any response directly from President Bush or Mr. Sullivan. 
And the report is still being sold. The government of the United States of America is apparently 
still standing behind the report. 


Q. You were the first to alert the pro-family forces -- members of Congress, churches, 
organizations -- about these reports. Has Congress launched any investigation of this? 

A. There is no Congressional investigation underway that I know of, though, if we have a 
thorough Congressional investigation of Barney Frank, it may help lead to that. However, I am 
launching a suit against the federal government to challenge this attack on religion. I am being 
joined in this suit by the Rutherford Institute and Human Life International. We think that we 
have a very good case for violation of civil rights and the First Amendment. The liberals are 
always yelling about "separation of church and state," and yet, in this instance, they are 
promoting federal government intervention into church teachings. 


Q. Are these reports setting the stage for the revocation of the tax-exempt status of churches 
that refuse to go along with the "enlightened view" of homosexuality? 

A. Yes, definitely. Although the NRC and HHS reports do not explicitly advocate this, it is 
easy to see that this is where they are leading. However, in documents that we received under the 
Freedom of Information Act, there is abundant evidence that this is exactly what they are after. 
The NRC, for instance, in its committee meetings during the preparation of its AIDS report 
specifically talked about the Catholic Church losing its tax-exempt status. They mentioned, for 
example, that the Catholic Church's tax-exempt status was already being challenged by Planned 
Parenthood because of the church's stand on abortion, and they suggested that the same legal 
attack could be applied regarding the church's stand on homosexuality. This, of course, would 
also apply to all fundamentalist and evangelical Christian churches as well. 

These studies were published to help legitimize homosexuality and to condition public 
attitudes to accept the idea that it is the outmoded repressive teachings of orthodox Christianity 
on sexuality that are responsible for youth suicide and the spread of AIDS. Therefore, public 
policy (i.e., tax laws) should be used to bring the churches around to a more "enlightened" view 
of sexuality. Nero, a homosexual, blamed Christians for the burning of Rome; the NRC, with 
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homosexual advice, now blames Christians for the spread of AIDS and youth suicide. 

The militant homosexuals do not hide the fact that this is their intent. The Gay 
Community News of Boston, for instance, in its issue of February 16-21, 1987, proclaimed: "All 
churches that condemn us will be closed." In that same issue, the homosexuals boasted: "We 
shall sodomize your sons, emblems of your feeble masculinity, of your shallow dreams and 
vulgar lies .... Your sons shall become our minions and do our bidding. They will be recast in our 
image. They will come to crave and adore us." 


Q. In the face of such militancy and brazen, aggressive perversion, the response of the 
churches seems pathetically weak. 


A. That's true. The homosexual movement has been winning by default and has been growing 
because the Christian churches have not stood their ground, have not kept the faith. There are 
two main reasons for this: ignorance and cowardice. Many Christians, including many church 
leaders, have forgotten, or never learned, the Biblical injunctions against the evils of 
homosexuality. They have been convinced by pseudo-scientific reports, the liberal media, and 
twisted appeals to Christian "compassion" that homosexuality -- homosexual behavior -- is not 
necessarily wrong and sinful, just "different." But more important, and even more tragic, is that 
we are losing this battle because too many Christian leaders are unwilling to take the heat they 
will incur from the media, the homosexual lobby, politicians, and other church leaders if they 
take a strong, public stand on this issue. They are unwilling to be labeled "intolerant," "bigoted," 
and "homophobic," and to face the many other attacks that will come if they speak out 
courageously. 

The disease may already have rotted too much of our nation's moral foundations to save 
it. God only knows. But, if the churches and the moral decent people do not wake up and rise up 
soon, we will most assuredly find that the Neros will be in control of our government. And we 
will have allowed it, even encouraged it, by our failure to act. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


It's Okay to be 'Gay'! 


The following excerpts are from the federal Department of Health and Human Services 
Report of the Secretary's Task Force on Youth Suicide (4 vols., 888 pgs.) released in August 
1989. 
¢ "Gay youth face rejection and abuse from family members .... 
¢". families should accept their child and work toward educating themselves about the 
development and nature of homosexuality." 
¢ "Families should be educated about the positive nature of homosexuality. They must be able to 
accept their child as gay and lesbian." 
¢ "Parents should know that homosexuality is a natural and healthy form of sexual expression. 
They do not need to feel bad about something that is good." 
¢ "Parents need to be held accountable for the abuse of the children related to their homosexual 
orientation." 

* "Religion presents another risk factor in gay youth suicide because of the depiction of 
homosexuality as a sin and the reliance of families on the church for understanding 
homosexuality. Many traditional (e.g., Catholicism) and fundamentalist (e.g., Baptist) faiths still 
portray homosexuality as morally wrong or evil." 

¢ "They (homosexual youths) may feel wicked and condemned to hell and attempt suicide in 
despair of ever obtaining redemption." 
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* "Religions need to reassess homosexuality in a positive context .... They need to accept gay 
youth and make a place for them in the church .... Faiths that condemn homosexuality should 
recognize how they contribute to the rejection of gay youth by their families and suicide among 
lesbian and gay male youth." 

* "Communities need to develop social groups and activities (e.g., dances) specifically for gay 
and lesbian youth." 

¢ "Existing youth programs such as Boy and Girl Scouts should incorporate gay youth into their 
activities. Youth programs such as Big Brothers and Sisters should enlist gay and lesbian adults 
¢ "Public and private schools need to take responsibility for providing all students at the junior 
high and high school level with positive information about homosexuality .... Family life classes 
should present homosexuality as a natural and healthy form of sexual expression." 

¢ "A variety of gay male and lesbian adult lifestyles should be presented as positive and viable 
for youth." 

¢ "It is important for schools to hire openly gay male and lesbian teachers to serve as role 
models." 

¢ "It is important to validate bisexuality as a viable option for youth." 

¢ "The juvenile courts should facilitate the licensing of gay male and lesbian foster parents .... " 


The following excerpts are taken from the federally sponsored National Research 
Council's report AIDS, Sexual Behavior and Intravenous Drug Use, released in February, 
1989. 
¢ "The fact that [AIDS] infection has been largely confined to male homosexuals and IV drug 
users has made stigmatization almost inevitable." 
¢ "In this epidemic, the rationale for such stigmatization rests on the fact that AIDS is transmitted 
by seemingly voluntary behaviors that are widely disapproved of... in the vocabulary of some 
religions. These behaviors are called 'sinful." 
¢ "One group that is especially prone to stigmatization is gay men." 
¢ "Such animosity toward the sexual behavior of gay men, which is evident in public opinions 
and laws, has complicated public discussions of the AIDS epidemic and hindered the 
development of public policies to curb its spread." 
¢ "The deeply rooted social pathology of stigmatization is not easy to dispel." 
¢ "Churches, whose involvement in stigma has historically been great -- both as objects and 
agents -- can preach an enlightened view and demand of their adherents sympathy and justice." 
* "Havelock Ellis, a well-known theorist on sexual behavior [and a notorious sexual deviant], 
confidently predicted the arrival of a new era in the study of human sexual behavior. 
Anglo-Saxon puritanism of the nineteenth century was now cast aside and twentieth century 
investigators would no longer consider unfamiliar sexual customs ... shocking, disgusting, or 
even unspeakable." 
¢ "Evidence for the plasticity of sexual behaviors came especially from studies in New Guinea .... 


¢ "Ritualized homosexual behavior among men, reliably reported from perhaps 10-20 percent of 
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Helping "Bad" Communists 

"The United States cannot condone the violent attacks and cannot ignore the 
consequences for our relationship with China," said President Bush the day after the Tiananmen 
Square massacre. The mechanisms for our relationship with China remained in place, ready to 
shift back into high gear as soon as the political climate warmed. 

Mr. Bush at first suspended all government-to-government sales, commercial exports of 
weapons, and visits between high-level military leaders. In spite of the meekness of his response, 
he at least agreed on June 8th that "we can't have totally normal relations unless there's a 
recognition of the validity of the students! aspirations." Later in the month, he toughened his 
response -- if only slightly -- by suspending U.S. government participation in all high-level 
exchanges with the Chinese government. 

During the months that followed, it became increasingly apparent that it would soon be 
business as usual with China -- without so much as a public utterance by the butchers of 
Tiananmen Square that they really should not have killed hundreds (most likely thousands) of 
their own citizens: 

¢ On July 31st Secretary of State James A. Baker III met with Chinese foreign official Qian 
Qichen in Paris, breaking Mr. Bush's promise that there would be a suspension of high-level 
contacts. 

* On November Sth, former President Richard Nixon met Mr. Bush in the White House to brief 
him on his recent trip to China. Nixon, of course, had gone to China simply as a "private" citizen. 

* On November 30th, Mr. Bush bowed to Chinese pressure by pocket-vetoing legislation to 
allow Chinese students to stay in this country. The House passed this bill 403 to 0 and the Senate 
passed it by voice vote. But the Chinese government strongly protested this congressional action 
and threatened to suspend the student-exchange program if Mr. Bush did not veto the bill. (See 
also page 14.) 

* On December 9th, National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft announced from Beijing that he 
and Deputy Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger had come as presidential emissaries "to 
bring new impetus and vigor" into U.S.-China relations. The visit was previously unannounced. 

Mr. Bush's shameful veto of the Chinese-student bill had already provoked anger among 
liberals as well as conservatives. But the surprise China trip by Scowcroft and Brent raised the 
level of controversy to new heights. The Outrage came from many quarters, some of them 
surprising. For instance, New York Times columnist (and Council on Foreign Relations member) 
A.M. Rosenthal bluntly asked in his December 12th Times column: 

..why did the Bush Administration break its promise that there would be no high-level 

dealings unless Beijing changed? 

Why did it, by this reversal, make clear to freedom fighters everywhere, in 

Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union as well as China, that the word of the United 

States was not to be relied upon?... 

There were other questions, such as the roles that Nixon and Henry Kissinger played in 
arranging the visit. According to the December 13th New York Times, Administration officials 
acknowledged that Nixon and Kissinger had "some bearing" on the decision, but sought to 
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downplay the extent of it. Both Scowcroft and Eagleburger worked for Kissinger's international 
consulting firm prior to joining the Administration. Scowcroft, Eagleburger, and Kissinger are 
also CFR members. 
As if the furor over Mr. Bush's China policies weren't already intense enough, the White 
House disclosed on December 18th that Scowcroft and Eagleburger had already secretly 
travelled to Beijing in July, barely one month after the Tiananmen Square massacre. The 
disclosure was made only because CNN had learned of the trip and reported it. Baker, who 
apparently did not expect a leak, stated earlier that the December Scowcroft-Eagleburger trip was 
the first time since the Tiananmen Square massacre that "we've had high-level United States 
officials go to the People's Republic of China." Following the disclosure, Baker conceded 
through a spokesman that "he may have misled" Americans, but "felt obligated to protect the 
secrecy of a mission that the President wished to have classified." 
Helping "Good" Communists 
Many of the congressmen and opinion molders who oppose Mr. Bush's China policies 
support policies to assist the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Many of these same voices also 
supported U.S.China relations prior to June 5th. Back then, Red China was supposed to be a 
"reformed" communist country. 
Initiatives to assist the Soviet bloc are coming fast and furious: 
* Congress cleared legislation on November 17th to provide $938 million in economic aid to 
Poland and Hungary over three years. 
¢ At the Malta summit early in December, Mr. Bush offered Gorbachev observer status in the 
GATT (presumably as a prelude to full membership), most-favored-nation tariff treatment, and 
other forms of assistance. 
¢ Speaking in West Berlin on December 12th, James A. Baker III called for "a new architecture" 
for Europe, designed to "draw together the West while also serving as an open door to the East." 
-- GARY BENOIT, DIRECTOR 


BIRCH RESEARCH INC. 
AMERICAN OPINION The 
War On Women 
JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


Those who would destroy a country have long recognized the necessity of destroying the 
family. That is why Karl Marx, in The Communist Manifesto published in 1848, called for the 
abolition of the family and of "bourgeois marriage." It is in the family that our most basic human 
relationships occur and fundamental values are taught. Strong families will mean a strong nation; 
weak families will make us vulnerable to our enemies. 

The essential ingredients for a strong family are parents who understand and fulfill their 
respective vocations. The husband is the head of the family, the provider and protector of the 
home. The wife is the heart of the family, the manager and nurturer of the household. Husbands 
and wives who consult with each other, offer constant words of encouragement, and strive 
always to put the needs of the other person first (the true meaning of love) will be successful, 
with the help of God, in raising families that will be pillars of the nation. 

If an enemy wanted to undermine the family as a way of weakening a country, who better 
to target than the wife and mother whose gentleness, compassion, intuition, and sensitivity make 
her the heart of the family unit. Tell her that marriage, motherhood, and homemaking are 
demeaning and that she needs to be "liberated" from this domestic slavery. Offer her a new "bill 
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of rights" that will guarantee complete equality with men, the right to abortion on demand, and 
even freedom of sexual preference. 

This so-called bill of rights was advocated at last July's National Organization for 
Women (NOW) convention in Cincinnati, but it's not very original. Humanists and Marxists 
have long espoused a similar creed. For instance, NOW founder Betty Friedan, whose 1963 book 
The Feminine Mystique launched the feminist revolution, was a signer of Humanist Manifesto 
IT (1973), which rejected "traditional moral codes," insisted on "the right to birth control, 
abortion, and divorce," and declared that "individuals should be permitted to express their sexual 
proclivities and pursue their lifestyles as they desire." 

Or go back to Lenin, who said that "unless women are brought to take an independent 
part not only in political life generally, but also in daily and universal public service, it is no use 
talking about ... socialism." It was also Lenin who demanded "the unconditional annulment of all 
laws against abortions or against the distribution of medical literature on contraceptive measures, 
Gic.” 

In 1965 a Moscow publishing house released an English-language version of On the 
Emancipation of Women, a book first published in the Soviet Union three decades earlier. The 
book's preface, which was written by Lenin's wife, N.K. Krupskaya, said that "the emancipation 
of women is inseparably bound up with the entire struggle for the workers' cause, for socialism." 
Familiar phrases such as "women's rights" and "domestic slaves" are found throughout the book, 
along with calls to "emancipate women from housework" and extend military service "to all 
citizens of both sexes." 

Betty Friedan's nasty campaign to denigrate full-time mothers may not have been 
consciously patterned after the Soviet scenario, but in The Feminine Mystique she did associate 
herself with the observation of child-care authority Dr. Benjamin Spock that "Russian children, 
whose mothers usually have some purpose in their lives besides motherhood -- they work in 
medicine, science, education, industry, government, art -- seemed somehow more stable, 
adjusted, mature than American children, whose full-time mothers do nothing but worry about 
them." Friedan and Spock even suggested that perhaps "Russian women are somehow better 
because they have a serious purpose in their own lives." 

Sexual Suicide 

What a vicious canard against American women, whose unique role as transmitter of love 
and values in the home can have a profound effect on society. There is more truth than poetry in 
the aphorism, "The hand that rocks the cradle rules the world." George Gilder, whose 1973 book 
Sexual Suicide (revised as Men and Marriage in 1986) argued persuasively, and correctly, that 
the "women's liberation" movement would ultimately destroy the fabric of society, said that the 
role of the housewife "is nothing less than the central activity of the human community." He 
went on to say: 

This essential female role has become much more sophisticated and refined in the 

modern world. But its essence is the same. The woman assumes charge of what 

may be described as the domestic values of the community; its moral, aesthetic, 

religious, nurturing, social, and sexual concerns. In these values consist the 

ultimate goals of human life: all those matters that we consider of such supreme 

importance that we do not ascribe a financial worth to them. Paramount is the 

worth of the human individual, enshrined in the home, and in the connection 

between a woman and child. These values transcend the marketplace. 

It was also Mr. Gilder who 17 years ago raised the specter of a "sexual suicide 
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technocracy" that would try to bring new life into existence not through an act of married love 
envisioned by the Creator, but in a laboratory via such methods as in vitro fertilization, artificial 
wombs, and cloning. "Here begins to emerge the real menace of women's liberation," he wrote. 
"By reducing the realm of the sexual constitution, one does not create a new realm of groovy 
communal love. One creates a vacuum in the lives of the people. Individuals no longer so closely 
tied to mother, family, and sexuality become more open to the totalitarian state -- a state with 
powers, moreover, unapproached by any government in all human history." 

Feminist Perestroika 

That the policies of the women's liberation movement might help to forge the chains of a 
totalitarian state is not as far-fetched as some might think. Betty Friedan once said that the 
feminist revolution would involve a restructuring of "all our institutions: child-rearing, 
education, marriage, the family, medicine, work, politics, the economy, religion, psychological 
theory, human sexuality, morality, and the very evolution of the race." That Humanist Manifesto 
she signed called for "a world order based upon transnational federal government" and "an 
international authority" that would impose on the developing nations of the globe "massive 
technical, agricultural, medical, and economic assistance, including birth control techniques." 

In a recent review of The Feminist Takeover, a book by Canadian journalist Betty Steele, 
Kathleen Kelly, director of communications for Human Life International, summarizes the 
devastating effects 20 years of feminist revolution have had on Canada: 

This eye-opening work shows how a minority of man-hating, child-hating fanatics took 

over a modern, industrialized country; how they have saturated the government, 

the media, the universities, and the workplace; the powerful roles that lesbianism 

and Marxism play in the feminist movement; and how secular feminism leads to 

massive abortion, depopulation, Soviet-style day care, soaring divorce rates, 

countless single-parent families, endless VD and AIDS, juvenile delinquency, 

alcoholism and drug use, loneliness, depression, bitterness, and suicide. 

This litany of disaster inflicted on Canada over the past two decades sounds alarmingly 
familiar to those involved in the war against women in the United States during the past 
quarter-century. What began ostensibly as a quest for necessary reforms for some women soon 
turned into an attack on womanhood itself. Reasonable efforts to obtain equal opportunities for 
women in the marketplace have been replaced by demands for statistical parity. Those who 
complained most loudly about male chauvinism are now practicing female chauvinism. What 
some women viewed as a patriarchy is now moving in the direction of matriarchy. 

The great majority of American women do not support the radical feminist agenda, but 
you would never know that because the radicals call the shots in the media, the courts, 
government, and the field of education. Those who challenge the Feminist International find it 
very difficult to get their dissenting views published. Even a writer as well known as George 
Gilder could not get a New York publishing house to touch his revised version of Sexual 
Suicide: he had to go to a small Louisiana house to get Men and Marriage before the public. 

Feminist editors at the major New York publishers sat on Michael Levin's powerful 
analysis of the movement before a tiny university press, Transaction Books, put out Feminism 
and Freedom. A professor at the City University of New York, Levin demonstrates the 
successes the feminists have achieved with this excerpt from his book: 

The Supreme Court has outlawed pension plans that use the greater longevity of women 

as a factor in computing premiums. Public speakers can no longer use "he" or 

"man" comfortably. Critics reflexively apologize before praising books, movies, 
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or ideas that might displease feminists. Newspaper reports on menstrual disorders 

note that feminists do not like the idea that there are such things, as if nature were 

obliged not to mark sex distinctions .... Political leaders of every persuasion 

reflexively apply gender quotas .... The popular press continues to suggest that 

wanting to marry and raise children is a curious goal for a woman. 

Loony Feminism 

Then there is what Barbara Amiel, a columnist for the London Times, calls "loony 
feminism." Writing in the November 24th National Review, Miss Amiel noted that "a man's leer 
is sexual harassment, while the giggles young girls go into upon seeing a very handsome man are 
not censured. The madness of this is evident. A look from a man a woman likes is a compliment. 
A stare from men she finds unattractive is harassment. How can the same action depend for its 
legality not on the presence of coercion or violence but on a woman's aesthetical sense?" 

Loony feminism has also hit the American military, which employs more women as a 
percentage of total strength (10.3 percent) than any other country's. Canada is second at 9.2 
percent and the United Kingdom is third at 5.1 percent. Women can do many things as well as 
men, and some things better than men, but serving in the military is not one of them. Oh, there 
are some competent female soldiers, but not many of them. Feminists insist on having women 
assigned to jobs that they are not physically able to accomplish. Assertions of biological equality 
are not borne out in the field. 

Army women are put into artillery-supply positions even when unable to lift the heavy 
shells. Air Force women are designated mechanics even when they cannot carry their own tool 
kits or take a jet engine apart. Many women find it almost impossible to perform the "very hard" 
tasks on board ship, including the securing of watertight doors. Double standards are employed 
in physical fitness tests, since women do not have the same physical capabilities as men. 

Information about these and other facts which feminists choose to ignore, and which pose 
a danger to women themselves, to their fellow servicemen, and to the security of the United 
States, can be found in Brian Mitchell's new book, Weak Link: The Feminization of the 
American Military. Mitchell, who believes that this feminization "is perhaps the greatest 
peacetime military deception ever perpetrated," points out that "by most measures women are a 
bad buy for the military. They suffer higher rates of attrition and lower rates of attention. They 
are three times more likely to be discharged for homosexuality. They miss more than twice as 
much duty time for medical reasons. They are four times more likely to complain of spurious 
physical ailments. When men and women are subjected to equally demanding physical regimens, 
the injury rates of women can be as high as 14 times that of men." 

Nowhere are the feminists more fanatical than on college and university campuses, where 
each year they turn thousands of impressionable girls into screaming women's libbers. The 
courses taught on these campuses, George Glider has said, "constitute the most brutal 
brainwashing since Joseph Stalin introduced compulsory nursery school in the Soviet Union." 
And "Women's Studies" will soon be joined by "Gay and Lesbian Studies" as a legitimate 
course. The Columbia University Press will publish a series of texts, Between Men, Between 
Women, for use in these college courses. 

Some Freedom! 

The great irony of all this hoopla about emancipation, said Rupert J. Ederer in the 
December issue of Fidelity magazine, is that "women are, of course, being exploited as never 
before," particularly "by the abortionists, by the pharmaceutical industry, and by the Hugh 
Hefners of our time who direct the multi-billion dollar pornography industry involving movies, 
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television, and the print media." Is it liberation, or exploitation, to pressure women into taking 
powerful drugs or having dangerous devices inserted into their bodies? Is it emancipation, or 
exploitation, to push women into having an abortion procedure that could kill them or maim 
them for life? Is it liberation, or exploitation, when a woman uses her body for prostitution or 
pornography? 

There is much controversy today over the 26 million unborn babies who have died in the 
abortion chambers of this land since 1973, but there is not enough said about the 15 million 
women who had those abortions and who were also victimized by the doctors who performed 
them. The leaders of NOW and other revolutionary groups declare that women must have 
reproductive freedom, that they must be able to exercise freedom of choice after they become 
pregnant, which means they must be permitted to terminate an unwanted pregnancy by killing 
the child growing inside them. But these proponents of death never warn women and young girls 
that abortion is dangerous to their life, as well as to their physical and mental health. 

There are scores of complications for women who undergo abortions. On the physical 
side, these complications include infection, excessive bleeding, perforation of the uterus. cervical 
injury, miscarriages in future pregnancies, and sterility. The psychological complications involve 
guilt and remorse, depression and a sense of loss, nightmares and flashbacks, drug and alcohol 
addiction, and even suicide. These problems now come under the heading of "Post-Abortion 
Syndrome," and a growing number of women are seeking professional help to deal with what 
they were told was a safe and simple medical procedure. 

"We do not know the depths of the ravage this holocaust has brought to the women of our 
country," said Adelle Nathanson, pro-life lecturer, publisher of the Bernadell Technical 
Bulletin, and producer of pro-life videos. "The women have suffered, been maimed, been 
mutilated, been deceived." She said that she and her husband, Dr. Bernard Nathanson, former 
abortionist and now an eloquent voice for the unborn, are going "to pound home to the media, to 
legislators, to everyone" that women are dying in abortion facilities. The Centers for Disease 
Control in Atlanta are not reporting these deaths accurately, Mrs. Nathanson charged, adding that 
she knew of at least four to six deaths in one county in Los Angeles that had not been reported. 

Each issue of their monthly bulletin, said Mrs. Nathanson, is going to "memorialize the 
names of those women who have perished needlessly, tragically in this seemingly endless 
abortion cataclysm." The November bulletin mentioned Christella Forte, a 16-year-old black 
teenager who was "approximately 23 weeks pregnant when she entered the New Center Hospital 
in Detroit on January 13, 1986. Twenty-seven hours after the saline had been injected into her 
uterus, she screamed, foamed at the mouth, convulsed, and suffered a cardiac arrest. She expired 
two hours later, her baby (viable under other less sorrowful circumstances) still within her body 
-- also dead. It is alleged that no physician or nurse paid any attention to this young woman for a 
full 10 hours before the terminal event." 

Carol Everett had an abortion in 1973 that led to a divorce, a series of affairs, and her 
involvement in the abortion industry in the Dallas/Fort Worth area of Texas from 1977 to 1983. 
She was making $150,000 a year killing babies when a religious conversion caused her to leave 
the industry. "I made $25 for each abortion," she said, "so I knew exactly how many we did. The 
last month I was involved, 545 abortions equaled $13,625 in my pocket. I have seen three 
doctors split $4500 for three hours work. I suppose it is much more now, but that was not bad for 
three hours work on a Saturday morning." 

Does It Hurt? 
What goes on inside an abortion clinic? "Every woman has the same two questions," said 
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Carol Everett. 'Is it a baby?' 'No,' the counselor assures the woman. 'It is the product of 
conception (or blood clot or piece of tissue).' Even though these counselors see six-week babies 
daily, less than an inch long with arms, legs, and eyes that are closed like newborn puppies, they 
lie to the woman. How many women would actually have an abortion if they told her the truth? 
The second question is, 'Does it Hurt?' Again, a lie. 'No, your uterus is a muscle. It is a cramp 
when it opens and a cramp when it closes, so you will experience a slight cramping sensation. 
Most women have had cramps and lived, so the woman thinks it must not be too painful. 
However, an abortion can be excruciatingly painful. Another lie in the sales procedure." 

Once the woman has signed the consent form and paid her money, said Mrs. Everett, she 
is taken to the procedure area and "every effort is made to keep women from hearing other 
women scream during the abortion procedure." The atmosphere is chaotic as "those in the room 
laugh and joke or turn the radio up loud to mask what they are doing," she said. "If you kill 
babies every day for a living, you have to deal with it some way." 

Abortions were also performed on women who were not pregnant, said Carol Everett. A 
doctor or technician would show the patient a picture of her uterus on a sonogram screen and 
say, "See, you are pregnant." Not being familiar with the images on a sonogram screen, the 
woman would accept the expert's opinion and undergo an abortion she did not need. If serious 
complications arose, said Mrs. Everett, the clinics would say "it was not their fault. You have a 
built-in cover-up with the patient's family. They are dealing with their guilt and emotions over 
the situation and do not want to deal with added pressure of exposing the truth through the 
media." 

Last September, the Florida Health and Rehabilitation Services Department shut down 
two Miami abortion chambers because of "extremely dangerous" conditions on the premises. 
These conditions, according to an article in the Miami Herald, included green mold growing on 
a suction machine, poor infection control, bloodstained sponges improperly discarded, and some 
70 different medications whose expiration dates had expired. Fifteen lawsuits have been filed 
against one of the clinics, the Women's Service Center, in the past 10 years, resulting in 
settlements totaling $1.75 million. There have also been charges of abortions performed on 
non-pregnant women and bungled abortions, including one in 1985 that killed a 38-year-old 
woman who had developed an acute infection from a perforated uterus. 

A third Miami clinic was ordered closed in October when state health officials discovered 
highly unsanitary conditions at the Ladies First Medical Group, including dead cockroaches and 
a mop reeking of dried blood in the sterilizing room, no hot water or soap in the clinic's sinks, 
supposedly sterile gauze pads stained yellow, and hundreds of outdated medicines and supplies. 
Upon discovering that the clinic was also sterilizing patients, Florida public health chief Dr. 
Charles Mahan said that "performing tubal ligations in a facility as filthy as this one is even more 
dangerous than performing abortions on them because this surgery ... invades the inside of a 
woman's abdominal cavity [and] the risk of infection and death is much greater." 

Still the pro-death feminists lobby to keep abortion legal, raising the phony specter of a 
return to "back-alley abortions" and exploiting the fears of women faced with an unplanned 
pregnancy while ripping them off physically and financially. The number of women who died 
from abortion prior to its legalization in 1973 has been wildly exaggerated, just as the number of 
women who have died from so-called safe, legal abortions since then has been covered up. Ila 
Ryan, who had four illegal abortions in the early 1960s but now works in a pro-life crisis 
pregnancy center, says that abortion is no better today than it was prior to 1973: 

Women are not counseled on alternatives, risks, or complications. They are promised a 
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local anesthetic which does not work most of the time, so they feel the entire 

procedure. They sign a special operative permit that releases the abortion clinic of 

responsibility if there is a complication. I know of no other branch of medicine 

where this is allowed. The result is that millions of women suffer complications 

from this "safe and easy" procedure and have little or no legal recourse 

afterwards. At the hospital where I work we treat half a dozen women for abortion 

complications such as bleeding and infection each month. 

Furthermore, then as now, women are being coerced into an abortion 

during the first twelve weeks of pregnancy, when they are at their lowest ebb, 

emotionally and physically. What with nausea, vomiting, and the ambiguous 

feelings about the baby (which is a common symptom of pregnancy), abortion 

seems like a quick end to the early discomforts of pregnancy. I personally feel 

that women are being manipulated into making hasty decisions to terminate their 

pregnancies for the profit of the abortionists. It is a decision she will regret for the 

rest of her life. 

Sometimes those regrets are expressed in the most unexpected circumstances. For 
instance, actress Shelley Winters was appearing on the Phil Donahue show some years ago when 
she suddenly confessed to having had two abortions in her life. "I am a very lonely woman," she 
said. "I would give up everything -- my money, my academy awards, my career -- if only I could 
have those children now." She then began crying uncontrollably and the audience responded 
with sympathetic applause while Donahue went to a commercial. 

Smeal's Squeals 

Another enemy of women's health and safety is Eleanor Smeal, president of the Fund for 
the Feminist Majority, who is lobbying to bring to this country the French "abortion pill" known 
as RU-486. The developer of the death-dealing drug, Dr. Etienne-Emile Baulieu, received 
support from the Ford Foundation for his research. Speaking at a NOW conference in Boston in 
November, Mrs. Smeal said that women should use their power as consumers to demand that 
pharmaceutical companies bring RU-486 to the United States. She claimed that the drug would 
be good "for the well-being of half the population" and, in addition to causing abortions, could 
be used in treating breast cancer and endometriosis. 

RU-486 works by blocking the action of the hormone progesterone, rendering the uterine 
wall hostile to the pregnancy and aborting the child. It is most effective if administered in the 
first seven weeks of pregnancy, but -- because it is not always successful in expelling the dead 
baby and women given the drug may continue to bleed -- other drugs such as prostaglandins 
must be given to remove the dead child. Talk about using women as guinea pigs! As for Mrs. 
Smeal's claim of other benefits from the drug, Dr. Nathanson says that "there is not a single piece 
of credible evidence" in the world's medical literature to support such a claim. 

But the tide is beginning to turn as more and more women speak out against the 
exploitation of abortion. The major media, which are almost universally in favor of abortion, 
give little or no publicity to the efforts of tens of thousands of volunteers who belong to pro-life 
groups, staff crisis pregnancy centers, and minister to the needs of aborted women. There are 
thousands of pro-life centers and offices sponsored by groups like Birth-right, which itself 
provides as many as 100,000 women a year with "a non-sectarian, non-moralistic, 
non-judgmental alternative" to abortion. Pro-lifers also work in homes for unwed mothers, 
shelters for the homeless, soup kitchens, and other programs for the needy and abandoned 
members of our society. 
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An equally important activity involves counseling women, and men, who have been 
scarred by abortion. Nola Jones, who experienced two abortions herself, founded Victims of 
Choice in Vacaville, California. Olivia Gans of New Jersey, who mistakenly thought an abortion 
would help her hold onto her child's father, started American Victims of Abortion in 
Washington, DC. Mary Cunningham Agee, business executive, author, and mother, founded the 
Nurturing Network to provide encouragement to women between the ages of 20 and 26 to 
continue the life of their unborn children without sacrificing educational or career goals. 

Nancyjo Mann of Iowa, whose abortion led to a hysterectomy at the age of 22 and a 
period of drug abuse and prostitution, turned her life around and in 1982 started Women 
Exploited by Abortion "as a refuge and a source of spiritual and emotional healing for women 
who have had abortions." She said that WEBA's tens of thousands of members "learn to turn the 
pain and loss of abortion into personal growth and compassion for others." 

Sexism Incarnate 

In a foreword to David Reardon's important book, Aborted Women: Silent No More, 
Nancyjo Mann argued that, "Instead of being a giant step forward for women's rights, legal 
abortion is the most destructive manifestation of discrimination against women today. The 
abortion mentality is sexism incarnate." She noted that the sexism is apparent in four ways: (1) 
Easily available abortion makes it "easier than ever for men to sexually exploit women." (2) The 
abortion mentality "attacks the unique value of female sexuality" by separating women from 
their reproductive potential and eroding "the natural pride which women enjoy in being able to 
conceive and bear children -- a creative wonder which no man can duplicate." 

(3) Rather than receiving the love and support needed to cope with an unplanned 
pregnancy, "women are offered the easy way out, the 'quick-fix,' the cover-up -- abortion. They 
are seen as second-rate citizens with second-rate problems, and so they are handed a makeshift 
solution." (4) The sexist abortion mentality says that "women are not 'strong' enough to survive 
an unplanned pregnancy, much less to raise an 'unwanted' child or endure giving it up for 
adoption. Instead of helping women to be strong, independent, and capable of handling their 
lives in spite of the social prejudices against 'problem' pregnancies, the expediency of abortion 
encourages women to be weak, dependent, and incapable of dealing with unexpected 
challenges." 

Pro-life feminism is an idea whose time has come, says Melissa Simmons Tulin, 
president of Feminists for Life of Pennsylvania. The national organization, Feminists for Life of 
America, located in Kansas City, Missouri, was founded by two women who were unofficially 
excommunicated from NOW because they would not "shut up" about the abortion issue. 
"Pro-life feminists are part of the women's movement, and we will no longer be content to stay at 
the back of the bus," Melissa Tulin says. "Our goal is to create a world where no woman must 
have an abortion, and we hope that someday our pro-choice sisters will realize that women will 
never climb to equality over the dead bodies of their children." 

Pornography is a $10 billion-a-year industry that could not survive without exploiting and 
humiliating women in books, magazines, movies, videos, photographs, and "Dial-a-Porn" phone 
services. On January 24, 1989, Ted Bundy was executed in Florida for the 1978 murder of a 
12-year-old girl. Bundy, who had confessed to at least 16 other murders, admitted just prior to 
his death that hard-core pornography had fueled his sexual fantasies and inspired him to carry 
out his murderous rampage. That Ted Bundy's serial killings were prompted by pornography is 
not surprising; studies have confirmed the correlation between the number of reported sexual 
assaults in an area and the circulation of pornography. Also confirmed by the testimony of more 
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than 1000 persons before the Attorney General's Commission on Pornography, which held 
hearings in six cities between June 19, 1985 and January 22, 1986 was the fact that pornography 
is addictive, that it progressively corrupts its addicts, and that it desensitizes men's attitudes 
towards women. 

The Commission's hearings, which ran to some 3000 pages of transcript, were virtually 
ignored by the major news media despite the most compelling and sickening testimony from law 
enforcement officers, physicians, psychiatrists, film producers, publishers, legislators, and 
victims. We are indebted to Phyllis Schlafly for excerpting the official transcript in a book 
entitled Pornography's Victims. The book was published, she said, "so that the testimonies of 
the victims of pornography will not be censored out of the public record by those who 
hypocritically cry 'censorship."" 

If sex acts and acts of violence were perpetrated "against blacks, Jews. Native Americans, 
or children," said Mrs. Schlafly, "our prevailing social mores would find such recordings on 
paper or film to be socially unacceptable. Publishers, periodicals, entertainment houses, and 
retail establishments would not risk releasing written or filmed presentations which portray 
violent race discrimination -- even if the cry of 'censorship' were raised, which it would not be. 
Why, then, are these acts not likewise against the law when the group targeted for rape, assault, 
battering, degradation, humiliation, or other abuse is women? Can these things be socially 
acceptable just because women are the victims?" 

People have a general idea of what pornography is, but how many are aware of the bestial 
atrocities inflicted on women by the pornographers? One needs a strong stomach to read just a 
list of these atrocities, let alone see them in pictures or on a movie or TV screen, but we need to 
be aware of the harm of pornography in order to fight it intelligently. Herewith the testimony of 
Catherine A. MacKinnon before the Attorney General's Commission in Chicago on July 25, 
1985: 

Women in pornography are bound, battered, tortured, humiliated, and sometimes killed. 

Or merely taken and used. For every act you see in the visual materials, some of 

which I know you have seen, a woman had to be tied or cut or burned or gagged 

or whipped or chained, hung from a meat hook or from trees by ropes, urinated on 

or defecated on, forced to eat excrement, penetrated by eels and rats and knives 

and pistols, raped deep in the throat with penises, smeared with blood, mud, feces, 

and ejaculate. Or merely taken through every available orifice, or posed as though 

she wanted to be. 

Pornography sexualizes women's inequality. Every kind of woman is used, 

each one's particular inequalities exploited as deemed sexually exciting: Asian 

women bound so they are not recognizably human, so inert they could be dead; 

black women playing plantation, struggling against their bonds; Jewish women 

orgasming in reenactments of Auschwitz; pregnant women and nursing mothers 

accessible and displayed; white women splayed across hoods of cars trussed like 

dead prey; amputees and other disabled or ill women, their injuries or wounds or 

stumps proffered as sexual fetishes; retarded girls presented as gratifyingly 

compliant; adult women infantilized as children; children presented as adult 

women, fusing vulnerability with the sluttish eagerness said to be natural to 

women of all ages; so-called lesbians, actually women sexually arranged with 

women to be watched and claimed. 

Broken Lives 
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Brenda MackKillop is a former Playboy bunny who worked in the Los Angeles Playboy 
club from 1973 to 1976, frequented Hugh Hefner's mansion, and lived the Playboy philosophy. 
"Playboy is more than a pornographic magazine with pictures of naked women," she told the 
Commission on July 24, 1985. "It is a philosophy that enticed me to throw aside my 
Judeo-Christian ethic of no premarital sex and no adultery and to practice recreational sex with 
no commitments." Miss MacKillop, who survived eight years of promiscuous living, told of 
women having multiple abortions, contracting venereal diseases, using marijuana and cocaine, 
and engaging in all types of sexual perversion at Hefner's mansion. 

Those who defend the "rights" of pornographers create "an environment that legitimizes 
the further spread of abuse of women and children," says Beverly LaHaye, president of 
Concerned Women for America. Phyllis Schlafly says that those who cry "censorship" are the 
ones making all the money, including the "television networks, cable companies, and 
metropolitan newspapers that run movie ads, the entertainment industry, the abortion clinics, the 
organizations financed by donations or fees from pornographers (such as the American Civil 
Liberties Union), and the immense array of service providers whose careers are advanced by 
increasing the numbers of persons with broken lives." 

Pornography is not a free-speech issue, says Andrea Dworkin; it is "a civil rights issue for 
women, because pornography sexualizes an inequality, because it turns women into subhuman 
creatures. Pornography is a civil rights issue for women because it is a systematic exploitation of 
a group of people because of a condition of birth. Pornography creates bigotry, hostility, and 
aggressions towards all women, targets all women, without exception." 

She told the Commission on January 22, 1986 that "people are being hurt, and you can 
help them or you can help those who are hurting them. We need civil rights legislation, 
legislation that recognizes pornography as a violation of the civil rights of women." 

The End of Feminism 

The war against the cancer of pornography goes on, but more people need to enlist in the 
fight. Those wishing to do so should get in touch with such groups as Women Against 
Pornography, which is based in New York City but has a network of feminist chapters 
nationwide, the Religious Alliance Against Pornography in Cincinnati, and Morality in Media in 
New York. 

Just as the lies and propaganda of the abortionists and pornographers have become 
increasingly more difficult to swallow as the truth about both evils becomes more widespread, so 
too the myths propagated by the radical feminists are slowly but surely being exploded. In the 
May 19, 1989 issue of National Review, Nicholas Davidson exposed the flaws in five of those 
myths: that most women are now working (about 42 percent of mothers work full-time); that 
there is a day-care crisis (this myth is fueled by the myth that most mothers are working); that the 
divorce revolution means that women have to work (70 percent of divorces of couples with 
children under 18 are instigated by the wife); that there is an epidemic of male family violence (a 
number of studies indicated that women commit roughly as many assaults against spouses as 
men do); and that women suffer from economic discrimination (single women with the same 
qualifications and work habits as single men earn about the same). 

Davidson, author of The Failure of Feminism (1988) and editor of an anthology, Gender 
Sanity: The Case Against Feminism (1989), argues that those on the political right should stop 
trying to appease the radicals and start developing and aggressively promoting their "own agenda 
on these issues, centering on the restoration of paternal authority, the discouragement of single 
motherhood, and the revalidation of sex distinctions in all areas of life where they are necessary 
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and beneficial." 

Michael Levin believes that traditional male and female roles will eventually become the 
norm again. "Feminists may be beyond rational persuasion, and will continue to proclaim their 
errors with complete assurance," he writes in Feminism and Freedom. "But they are, in the end, 
asking women to make themselves unattractive to men and to forgo love and children. Feminism 
will be forgotten, commanding only the loyalty of barren women whose genetic lines are running 
to extinction." 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Who Changed the Standards? 

ITEM: Just before ordaining a publicly professed homosexual to the Episcopal priesthood, 
Bishop John S. Spong of Newark, New Jersey, defended his action. According to the December 
17th New York Times, Spong said: "Christian moral standards have changed quite dramatically. 
We had slavery in a Christian nation. We had oppressed women. I think that our world is more 
Christlike when it's open to all of God's children." 

CORRECTION: Christian moral standards never sanctioned slavery or the oppression of 
Women; those who practiced such things were acting contrary to Christian standards. Just as 
those who pretend that homosexuality is merely an alternative lifestyle are acting contrary to 
Christian teachings that are nearly 2000 years old. It is not the moral standards that have 
changed; it's people like Bishop Spong who are trying to change the rules while still calling 
themselves Christians. 

Republic Not Democracy 

ITEM: Writing in the December 13th Daily Transcript (Dedham, Massachusetts), columnist 
Philip F. Lawler said: "Two hundred years ago, when a friend asked what sort of government 
the constitutional convention had produced, Benjamin Franklin responded, 'A democracy ... if 
you can keep it. '" 

CORRECTION: The usually reliable Mr. Lawler sure got things backwards this time. For 
what Benjamin Franklin actually said was that the convention had given America "a Republic ... 
if you can keep it." The Founding Fathers considered democracy one of the worst forms of 
government and would never have inflicted it on this country. 

As the author of our Constitution, James Madison, put it: "Democracies have ever been 
spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been incompatible with personal security or 
the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in 
their deaths." 

Operation Keelhaul Again 

ITEM: Jn a December 9th editorial criticizing the British Government for its plan to send back 
to Communist Vietnam some 50,000 Vietnamese boat people who have been living in refugee 
camps in Hong Kong, the New York Times said: "There is no recent parallel for handing over 
so many unwilling people to a Communist state. A less recent parallel is disturbing: the forced 
return in 1945-46 to the Soviet bloc of hundreds of thousands of refugees, chiefly by the British. 
Most were killed or sent to labor camps." 

CORRECTION: First of all, the number of prisoners of war and displaced persons turned 
over to Stalin for execution or slave labor at the end of World War II was at least two million, 
not hundreds of thousands. Second, responsibility for this crime against humanity rested not only 
with the British but also with the United States, in particular with General Eisenhower, 
commander of the allied forces in Europe. It was Eisenhower's headquarters that issued a 
document in May 1945 stating: "After identification by Soviet Repatriation Representatives, 
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Soviet displaced persons will be repatriated regardless of their individual wishes." 

On December 20, 1945 the Joint Chiefs of Staff in Washington, with Eisenhower as 
chairman, reaffirmed this policy, saying that Soviet citizens who had actually been within the 
Soviet Union on September 1, 1939 would be repatriated "without regard to their wishes and by 
force if necessary." The three-volume record of this disgraceful episode was classified top secret 
by the Army in 1948 under the title: "Forcible Repatriation of Displaced Soviet Citizens -- 
Operation Keelhaul." For more information, see Julius Epstein's 1973 book, Operation 
Keelhaul: The Story of Forced Repatriation. 

Anti-Communist Policies? 

ITEM: Discussing the recent developments in Communist Europe, syndicated columnist 
George Will wrote in the December 8th Boston Globe: "The changes now thrilling the world 
were made possible in part by U.S. foreign policies that The New Yorker disdains. They were 
the anti-Communist foreign policies of (let us have at least a partial honor roll) Truman, 
Acheson, Eisenhower, Dulles, Kennedy, Rusk, and Johnson." 

CORRECTION: Can Mr. Will be serious? From President Truman in 1945 to President 
Johnson in 1968, the foreign policy of the United States was largely responsible for the growth 
of the Soviet empire. Consider the list of countries captured by the Communists during those 23 
years because U.S. foreign policy sided with the Reds and undermined the anti-Communists: 
Albania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, East Germany, 
North Korea, China, Tibet, North Vietnam, and Cuba. 

Not Much Love in Marxism 

ITEM: According to a news story in the November 30th Daily Herald (Provo, Utah), Brigham 
Young university professor Ted Lyon told students that Marxism is not a doctrine of hatred and 
mistrust but a "socialism of love." Lyon conceded that "much of the humanistic vision of society 
created by Marx has been turned into bloody and brutal oppression," but said this was because 
"followers often pervert original concepts." 

CORRECTION: Marxism is anything but a "socialism of love." Karl Marx was a fanatical 
hater, particularly of Jews, and an apostle of violence. There is no love in his call in the 
Communist Manifesto for "the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling 
classes tremble at a Communist revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their 
chains. They have a world to win." 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC The 
Virtuous Circle 

The First Charity by Robert On Johnson, Seven Locks Press, 1988, 234 pages, 
paperback, $13.95. 

I guess I was still in grade school when I picked up the habit of judging a book by its 
cover. Well, actually, not just the cover; I read all the dust-jacket notes, too, and do perhaps 
thirty seconds of skimming around the beginning, middle, and end. During my micro-reviews I 
might settle down once or twice for whole paragraphs, but they'd better be good or it's over and 
out and on to browse for a better book. 

With time so tight -- and mine's been knotted up pretty well since kindergarten -- I have 
to make snap decisions and work books into my perpetually compressed schedule. Some I need 
to read, ruminate on, and review inside a day or two, so I feel I can justify a particularly 
hoity-toity standard; after all, I want to be impressed with my choice of reading material, too. 
Don't you? (I mean, of course, with your choice for yourself, not my choice for you. Must I 
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always explain myself? Silly question.) 

What impresses me most about a book and an author is being proven totally, 
irredeemably incorrect about one of my snap reviews. When I picked up The First Charity in 
F.R. Duplantier's office a month or so ago and gave it the old Warp Speed Review, I 
apprehended it as a smarmy sociological dissertation which would probably conclude with some 
sort of statist sales pitch for Something or Other -- or, in the more expansive style of ultramodern 
ultraliberal agitation, Everything and More. After I finished reading the book, I could not for the 
life of me figure out what I might have read or misread that would have given me that 
impression; I had been proven completely, embarrassingly wrong. Fortunately, none of my initial 
misconceptions or calumnies about this book reached more than a few folks in the office, since 
I'm old-fashioned enough actually to read books before I write reviews about them. 

Taking More Than a Look 

As I started reading The First Charity -- and I mean really reading it, as in beginning 
with the cover and poring over every printed character on every page, including Library of 
Congress numbers, the copyright notice, and the admonition that the book was "Printed on 
acid-free paper" -- I found a faded, folded-up letter from the author tucked in with the table of 
contents. It was addressed to a former editor of THE NEW AMERICAN; in it Robert On 
Johnson had asked him to "take a look and consider a review." I would later find that funny, 
since he certainly wouldn't have liked any review of mine based on my /ook at the book; he 
should like this one though, I think, based on my reading of it. I would also come to agree with 
Johnson's opening sentence in that yellowing letter: 

I believe that among THE NEW AMERICAN'S readers there may be many who would 

find The First Charity appropriate, stimulating and useful. 

I found this book to be all of those things and many more. It was a book that helped me 
get past preconceptions, rethink some of my philosophical stands (though not, as it turns out, 
repudiate any), and meet a good man, in that special way we meet someone through his words, a 
good man who isn't waiting around for any grand national solutions. 

Johnson, about whose résumé I know only what is on the book's rear cover, is apparently 
well known in the fields of institutional philanthropy and philanthropic foundations; and though I 
can't tell you where he lives or what he wears or who he knows, I can tell you what he believes 
about how much man can do for himself by doing things for others. 

A Citizens' Enterprise 

In writing The First Charity, Johnson faced the daunting task of explaining charity and 
philanthropy in their uniquely American incarnations. He does it well, living up to the promise of 
the book's Introduction: 

This book is about what philanthropy can do for American democracy. We seem to have 

gone about as far as we can go in trying to practice democracy in this country ... 

without becoming more intentional about it, By "intentional" I don't mean a lot of 

arbitrary policies handed down from high places; political proclamations and 

expert attention aren't solving the intractable problems among US. 

Quite the contrary, democracy needs to become a citizens' enterprise. We 

need to build a competent public life among us so that an increasingly concerned, 

knowledgeable, and active citizenry can find answers and pursue them from the 

inside out. That activity starts not in national circles of government and remote 

institutions, but in the communities in which we live. No matter how much we 

may recognize the modern influences of television and everything else that makes 
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us less provincial than we used to be, our communities are still the first settings 

for citizenship for most of us and our families. 

I admit it still takes me a few shifts in the chair to get over a lexicon that defines 
"democracy" in other than the classical philosophical fashion, and has such regular 
sentence-stuffers as "nurturing," "grassroots," and "sensitive." But I got over these little 
annoyances, especially when it became clear that Johnson used the words ingenuously; that no 
pandering or posturing accompanied their appearances; and that the author had arrived at truly 
anti-collectivist, Americanist conclusions despite having used some lingo of the left. 

All that last observation means is that I have a picture of Johnson as an independent 
thinker who's hung around grant-writers, corporate board members, and the halls of academe 
more than he's dallied with conservatives, libertarians, or the pages of THE NEW AMERICAN. 
He doesn't use certain words the way I might, and uses others I wouldn't touch; he would 
probably say the same of me, and there would be, I trust, no rancor either way. 

The point is, it isn't often that I can get beyond a politicized dialect to a message easily 
translated, with its original point and intent, to the lexicon of conservatives or libertarians. 
Johnson met me halfway in this undertaking by being an excellent writer -- clear and organized, 
sure, but possessing some flair and an obvious passion for his subject. And, lest I continue my 
enjoyable but selfish digression, I will mention that the subject is The First Charity -- not mere 
giving, but win-win investing in America's communities, at the community level. 

The Way It Works 

Johnson calls the Declaration of Independence "truly a citizens' declaration. Nowhere 
does it suggest that certain leaders or representatives will do what's best for everyone .... The 
Declaration of Independence presumes that we will participate in the public life of this country; 
no one can take charge for us. This is the only way the idea can work." To citizens invigorated 
for civic participation through voluntarist endeavor, Johnson promises that individual benefits 
and community benefits of the activity "are all of a piece .... It becomes a virtuous circle, a 
constant regeneration ...." 

By many such statements early in the book, Johnson firmly fixes his roots in the rich soil 
of the American voluntarist tradition; he reminds us in one spot about the Founding Fathers' 
(especially Jefferson's) distrust of representative government, its tendency to remove itself over 
time from the people, and their preference for direct, local democratic action under law. In 
succeeding chapters, Johnson examines economic models for individual and social behavior; 
contemplates the psychology and pathology of giving and getting; and gives examples of 
charitable and philanthropic ideas and organizations at work in America. 

I found no instances of statist exhortation or infection with central-planning fever in 
Johnson's discussion of issues, although I half-expected to at times -- what with the proliferation, 
as I previously mentioned, of liberal-chic buzzwords. But Johnson stayed faithful to his true, 
unreconstructed meaning throughout, and in an especially perceptive analysis of citizen apathy, 
warned us that how we're adjudged by politicians 

is crucial; we get back what we ask for. If we lead them to believe we are willing and able to 
consider issues seriously and make responsible decisions, they will know it is in 

their best interests to treat us with respect. [But] if we lead representatives to 

believe that we aren't interested, that we are shortsighted, lazy, inept, unable to 

reach important decisions together, and likely as not to favor crazy ideas and 

reject good ones, they will feel justified in making more and more policy 

decisions on their own, dealing only with those strongest of interest groups that 
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press the hardest for certain decisions .... To echo Jefferson's words, we then stand 

ready to be "loaded with misery" by our government .... 
Win-Win Reading 

After lively opening chapters replete with historical references, philosophical musings, 
and personal reminiscences, all rendered with warm wit and evident wisdom, Johnson launches 
into descriptions of three different big-city community groups. He takes us through the ups and 
downs and educates us in the ins and outs of actual, matter-of-factual individual initiative with 
these chronicles. It is here, after five fascinating chapters, that he concludes "Part One: The Case 
for Community Organizations." 

Johnson returns from his didactic detour into the three urban organizations to ponder the 
"Roots of Our Habits" in Chapter Six and "Politics and Altruism" in Chapter Seven; these are the 
first chapters of "Part Two: The Response of Philanthropy." These two chapters had many 
passages akin to those in "Part One" -- thoughtful, original, sincere, and politically 
uncategorizable -- and I couldn't fathom at first why they were so separated from the preceding 
ones. I concluded it was a judgment call and not a particularly big deal. 

But the three chapters between these and the concluding 11th (which is entitled, 
appropriately enough, "Conclusion: The Need to Trust the Public") are substantially, 
substantively different than the rest of the book. Not bad, just different. Had it been my book, I 
just might have made chapters 8 through 10 appendices, since they were roadmaps and 
blueprints and critiques and criteria for the consideration of philanthropy's front-line troops, 
organizers' and backers. That's my only less-than-laudatory comment about this overwhelmingly 
positive reading and learning experience. 

If you proudly proclaim free-enterprise, voluntarist, close-to-home cures for community 
ills -- but come up short on suggestions for how they might be implemented with little or no 
apparent money, resources, or personnel -- then you will benefit much from reading The First 
Charity. But if you're in the charity business, in either the public or private sector, then you'll 
benefit even more. I was fortunate enough to read the book as a member of both camps and was, 
therefore, doubly rewarded. 

-- ERIK A. JOHNSON 


EDUCATION PACs, 
Cults, and Aliens 

The Federal Election Commission's final report on the 1987-88 election cycle once again 
confirms the effectiveness of the national teachers unions as premier political fundraisers. The 
campaign contributions of the political action committees of the National Education Association 
and the American Federation of Teachers (AFL-CIO) combined made the public school unions 
the largest contributors to candidates for federal office. 

The NEA-PAC, with $2.1 million in direct contributions to candidates, ranked fourth, 
topped only by the PACs of the realtors ($3 million), the Teamsters ($2.86 million), and the 
American Medical Association ($2.3 million). The American Federation of Teachers ranked 28th 
among PACs, with contributions of more than $865,000. 

Those numbers, however, reflect only the contributions given directly to candidates. Both 
teachers unions gave additional large sums to Democratic Party organizations and liberal-left 
private groups. The NEA, for instance, contributed a total of $1.5 million to state Democratic 
Party PACs and other organizations, such as the Hollywood Women's PAC, the U.S. Committee 
Against Nuclear War, and other union PACs. Through these means the NEA and AFT are able to 
funnel more money indirectly to their favored candidates. 
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The FEC report, however, only begins to scratch the surface of the enormous impact of 
the teachers unions on federal elections. Speaking to the NEA convention in 1988, then-president 
of the NEA Mary Futrell told the delegates: "Fortunately, we have an effective weapon in our 
struggle .... That weapon is our political power .... We have succeeded in building one of the 
most powerful political networks in the nation. There are now literally thousands of organized 
and motivated NEA members in each congressional district in America." 

"Cults on Campus" 

The antipathy toward Christianity that has prevailed in the groves of academe for the past 
several decades has hardened into outright hostility on many campuses and approaches 
persecution at some institutions. Recently, in the main newspaper of note for higher learning, 
university and college officials were warned that many "fundamentalist" and "evangelical" 
Christian groups are actually harmful "cults" that should be restricted or even excluded from 
campus. 

In the headline story on the front page of The Chronicle of Higher Education for the 
week of November 16th, readers were told: "Students who in earlier years might have joined 
such groups as the Hare Krishnas or the Unification Church are now joining fundamentalist 
Christian groups that use what many campus officials call cult-like techniques to attract and 
retain members." 

Although the article by Tanya Gazdik mentioned only three groups by name -- Maranatha 
Campus Ministries, the Boston Church of Christ, and the Crossroads Church of Christ -- the 
vague charges leveled against these organizations and the general tone of the article imply that 
the "cult" label could apply just as easily to many other Christian organizations. According to the 
Chronicle story, for instance, "Maranatha officials tell their members that to enter heaven when 
they die, they must believe the Bible is the word of God and they must confess their sins to Jesus 
Christ and dedicate their lives to Him." 

It's unclear from the article whether or not these beliefs alone are judged sufficient to 
qualify Maranatha (or other groups) for the cult label. The Chronicle quoted a former coed from 
Western Michigan University who had been involved with Maranatha for seven years and now 
denounces it as "an authoritarian group whose leaders dictate everything from which magazines 
members may read to whom they may marry." 

Robert W. Nolte, director of communications for Maranatha Campus Ministries, 
contends that Maranatha and other evangelical groups have run into problems because "there's a 
lot of people who don't want Christian groups on campus. They don't have any problems with the 
gays or the lesbians or the Socialist Workers Party or the Communist Party," Nolte points out, 
"but, boy, they don't want Christians." 

Foreign Students 

The Institute of International Education, in its new study, "Open Doors 1988-89," reports 
that the number of foreign students attending U.S. colleges and universities rose 2.9 percent last 
year to a record 366,354. 

Asian nations accounted for over half of all foreign students, with Red China again 
topping the list with the largest enrollment in U.S. institutions. Here are the top five countries 
and their U.S. enrollment totals, according to ITE: China, 29,040; Taiwan, 28,760; Japan 24,000; 
India, 23,350; Republic of Korea, 20,610. 

Of concern to many intelligence and security experts is the glaring lack of security checks 
and follow-up on the huge number of students from Communist countries and other states hostile 
to U.S. interests. Iranians are a case in point. The Iranian student contingent, at 8950, is the ninth 
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largest, and almost certainly includes a large number of trained terrorists and fanatical followers 
of the late Ayatollah Khomeini. Some of the other student delegations from Communist states 
likely to harbor these kinds of agents are: Nicaragua, 2220; Ethiopia, 1920: Vietnam, 1560, and 
Cuba, 1030. 

--WILLIAM F. JASPER 


THE LAW Man isa 
Moral Agent! 

"The criminal is living in a golden age," said Lord Shaweross, a leading British attorney, 
in his 1965 address to the Chicago Crime Commission. Nearly a quarter of a century later, the 
crime problem in this country, as well as in his, justifies Shaweross's comment: "The activities of 
the criminals are a far more serious invasion of our privacy and our liberties than those of the 
police." We have adopted as national policy the lament of Justice Benjamin Cardozo in People v. 
Defore in 1926: "The criminal is to go free because the constable has blundered." Beyond the 
exaltation of procedural technicalities, however, a more basic reason for the crime explosion is 
the prevalent denial of the nature of man as a moral agent. 

Crime and Consequences 

These procedural and philosophical reasons for the crime problem are analyzed in a 
useful new booklet by Robert J. Bidinotto, Crime and Consequences (Foundation for Economic 
Education, Irvington-on-Hudson, New York 10533). Originally published as three articles in The 
Freeman, the Bidinotto work presents a detailed but very readable guide to the problem and its 
solution. 

Bidinotto, a staff writer for Reader's Digest, catapulted Willie Horton into fame and 
Michael Dukakis into oblivion with a July 1988 article on the Duke's weekend furlough program 
for murderers sentenced to life-without-parole. 

The Bidinotto analysis and recommendations are surely debatable. But the book is a call 
to serious reflection. Combining FBI and American Bar Association statistics, Bidinotto 
contends that only eight out of every 100 serious crimes result in an arrest and only 1.7 percent 
of the perpetrators, or 17 out of 1000, go to prison. 

Statistics of this sort are necessarily contingent on the accuracy of surveys and 
extrapolations. But common experience would tend to support Bidinotto's general conclusion 
that "today in America, crime does pay." (Emphasis in original) Most crimes, moreover, are 
committed by repeat offenders. Bidinotto rightly attributes part of the blame to the unwise 
imposition of concurrent sentences, imprudent parole eligibility, and reductions of sentences, as 
well as to the outside release programs that Willie Horton brought to national attention. 

Excuse-Making Industry 

Whatever the reliability in detail of statistics, we ought to reflect upon Bidinotto's claim 
that "the Excuse-Making Industry" is responsible for the shift in the objective of the criminal 
justice system from the punishment of criminals and the protection of the innocent to the 
rehabilitation of criminals. The Excuse-Making Industry is not a conscious conspiracy but rather 
"a sprawling intellectual consensus" which accepts the premise that "the criminal is not 
responsible for his actions because man is not a causal agent in any primary sense." 

The Sociological Excuse blames crime on poverty and deprivation. Yet this does not 
account for the rise in white-collar crime. Nor for the fact that poverty-stricken and "deprived" 
areas in the past, e.g., San Francisco's Chinatown in the 1960s, were remarkably free of crime. 
Bidinotto advances a "heretical thought," that with the welfarist promotion of irresponsibility, so 
well described by Charles Murray in Losing Ground, the fact is "not that 'poverty causes crime,’ 
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but that criminality causes poverty." (Emphasis in original) 

The Psychological Excuse blames crime not on outside influences, but on interior 
compulsions that deny the individual any effective control over his actions. The behaviorist 
approach reduces man to "little more than a stimulus-response machine, like a rat or pigeon, 
instead of a conscious thinking entity with some power of choice." 

The Biological Excuse "consists of variations on the 'bad seed' theory: the view that one 
is genetically or constitutionally predisposed toward criminality." Bidinotto acknowledges that 
"these theories have more empirical support than do sociological and psychological theories." 
However, even if such predispositions exist in some people, they do not account for the fact that 
some people act on them and some do not. Nor do they provide an overall explanation for the 
rise in crime. 

Free to Choose 

As Bidinotto correctly notes, in summarizing the first part of his book, "The issue of free 
will versus determinism is the key to resolving any argument about the causes and cures of 
crime." 

Not every action we perform is free. The child compelled to sit in school can understand 
that. But the human will enjoys a true freedom of choice in many actions, as clearly attested to 
by our consciousness of our actions. We consciously deliberate before making a choice; but that 
deliberation would be absurd if we had no freedom of choice. In performing the chosen action, 
we are conscious that we chose it and we are more careful because we know we have assumed 
responsibility for it. 

After the choice and the action, we are conscious that we could have chosen otherwise. 
Have we not all blamed ourselves at times for actions we have taken? But that would be absurd if 
there were no free choice. 

Determinism, as urged by the Excuse-Making Industry, denies the rational, spiritual 
nature of man as a moral agent. It is contrary to reason and common experience. And its 
dominance is a major cause of the crime problem. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


BULLETIN BOARD 


Symposium on Homosexuality 

The National Task Force for the Preservation of the Heterosexual Ethic will meet in the 
nation's capitol on Friday, January 26th from 8:00 AM to 10:00 PM. The all-day session, 
sponsored by Congressman William Dannemeyer and other members of congress in conjunction 
with the Traditional Values Coalition, will be held in the Kansas Room of the Washington 
Sheraton Hotel. (The 47th Annual National Religious Broadcasters Convention will take place in 
the same facility on the following day.) 

Speakers at the symposium will include: Dr. William Allen, professor of government at 
Harvey Mudd College in Claremont, California and former chairman of the U.S. Civil Rights 
Commission; Roger Magnussen, nationally known civil rights attorney and author of Are Gay 
Rights Rights ?; Reverend Lou Sheldon, chairman of the Traditional Values Coalition; and 
Congressman Dannemeyer. 

For further information, contact the Traditional Values Coalition, 100 S. Anaheim Blvd., 
Suite 350, Anaheim, California, or call Ed Steele, (714) 997-8450. 

Love, Life, and the Family 

Human Life International, the worldwide pro-life missionary apostolate, will hold its 

Eighth World Conference on Love, Life, and the Family in Miami, Florida April 18-22, 1990. 
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The conference will feature 53 experts speaking on pro-life issues, with 13 talks in Spanish. 
Subjects to be covered during the five simultaneous sessions of the conference range from 
chastity to euthanasia. 

Speakers on ethics will examine the issues of genetic engineering, fetal experimentation, 
parenthood by technology, and the modern implications of the Hippocratic Oath. Also scheduled 
are talks on "Planned Parenthood's Attacks on Hispanic Values"; the March of Dimes; "Inside 
International Planned Parenthood" (by Hugh Owen, son of a former general secretary of IPPF); 
"Assessment of the U.S. Pro-life Movement" (by American Life League President Judie Brown); 
and "How You Can Defeat Pornography" (by Michael Engler and Austria's leading pornography 
fighter, Martin Humer). To register for the conference, contact Human Life International, 7845-E 
Airpark Road, Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879 (301) 670-7884. 

Notice: POMOST, a Chicago-based group of conservative Polish Americans, broadcasts a 
one-hour radio program every Saturday afternoon at two o'clock on station WVVX, 103.1 FM. 
The group, which describes itself as "the front line here in Chicago against Communist 
propaganda," rejects the recent "pseudo-elections" in Poland, insists that the new government 
there "is not non-Communist," opposes financial aid to Communists "even in Poland," and 
supports the "original Solidarity movement which is now opposed by Walesa." 

For more information, contact Alina Dzierzgowska, 6217 W. Grace Street, Chicago, 
Illinois 60634 (312) 736-7392. 

Notice: The Competitions Division of the National Rifle Association is searching for 
volunteers to serve in a variety of positions at national championship shooting tournaments in 
1990. Volunteers are needed in the Los Angeles area, north-central Ohio, Colorado, New 
Mexico, and central Pennsylvania. Tournaments include conventional, silhouette, and 
international style shooting. 

For more information about the volunteer program, contact David Boyd, Assistant 
Director, NRA Competitions Division, 1600 Rhode Island Avenue N.W., Washington DC 20036 
(202) 828-6180. 

For a complete list of the dates and locations of major NRA National Championship 
shooting tournaments in 1990, contact Edward Klecka, (202) 828-6326. 


IN LIGHT OF THE PAST The 
Feminist Mistake 

One of the more ironic scenes of the cinema is found in an old Frankenstein flick. Dr. 
Frankenstein, as you will remember, having played Almighty God, now designs to play Cupid 
and create a mate for his monster. The proto-humanist professor of sexology constructs the 
lovely bride of Frankenstein -- a woman full of those feminine charms we have come to expect 
from an overgrown cactus. Unfortunately, she does not take to her prospective mate. Their 
marriage, after all, was not made in heaven; but, like most humanist ideals, forged in a laboratory 
of self-deceiving rationalism. 

Consider, in contrast, the poetic framework of the Book of Genesis. There God, having 
made man out of the dust of the Earth, places Adam into an anesthetic stupor, and from his rib 
genetically engineers a helpmate. The matchmaker Deity leads the female to her husband to be; 
whereupon Adam, in a fit of romantic fervor, breaks out into song: "Bone of my bone, flesh of 
my flesh; she shall be called woman, for she was taken out of man." 

The fertile Eve wins for herself the appellation "mother of all living" -- only after an 
unfortunate episode with a forbidden fruit. That incident, you may recall, left a foul taste in the 
mouth of all her descendents and colors the relationship of the sexes to this day. 
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The Fallacy of Feminism 

Having rejected the nature of woman as she was divinely created, the feminist must, like 
Dr. Frankenstein, construct a new woman from her own imagination. Her self-development 
dreams are her blueprints. She denies that biology is destiny, because she denies that biology is 
designed. Feminism, in this sense, is akin to the humanistic assumptions found in the Communist 
vision of a new socialist man. Humanism of all types rebels against the notions of a created 
order, of biological roles, and of social limitation. Positing the ideal of egalitarian, atomistic man 
and woman, the humanist forces all reality to fit into an abstract mold. 

Mary Pride correctly points out in her book The Way Home: "Feminism is a totally 
self-consistent system aimed at rejecting God's role for women. Those who adopt any part of its 
lifestyle can't help buying themselves a one-way ticket to social anarchy." The war that feminism 
wages against the traditional woman is not an aberration; it is the logical extension of 
constructing a new feminist social order. Though men and women are distinctively designed, 
permanently unequal in their biology, psychology, and social needs; nevertheless, the feminist 
agenda -- with the help of government, the educational establishment, and media -- will go 
forward. 

The cost of this experiment will be a tyranny of continuous government tinkering in the 
relationship of the sexes; the dissolution of the traditional family; and the emergence of what 
might be derogatorily called the "mass man" -- though, in this case, "mass person" might better 
fit the ideological bill. 

A Long Way, Baby 

The economic, sexual, and social pressures on the modern woman are all in the direction 
of destroying her natural feminine instincts. To succeed in the modern world, she must reject the 
roles of nurturing mother, of helpmate to her husband, and of a worker whose object is the 
preservation of the home. The Biblical model of Titus 2:3-5, with its apostolic wisdom, seems 
alien to our modern ears: "Teach the older women to be reverent in the way they live, not to be 
slanderers or addicted to much wine, but to teach what is good. Then they can train the younger 
women to love their husbands and children, to be self-controlled and pure, to be busy at home, to 
be kind, and to be subject to their husbands, so-that no one will malign the word of God." 

Instead of hearing this sober advice, the modern woman is blasted with the Word 
According to Gloria Steinem. She is expected to enter the competitive and aggressive world of 
men where success is measured in dollars, prestige, and power. Young girls do not look to the 
Virgin Mary as their model, but to the rock star sleaze of the sordid contemporary Madonna. 

Defining herself by a career or trade, the modern woman finds that her relationship to 
men has become businesslike. She will be expected to make herself sexually available if she 
wants male companionship. If she has children out of wedlock, she can expect to be saddled with 
head-just-above-the-water poverty. If married, her husband will demand that she enter the 
work-world to bring in that extra income to pay for the American Dream. In both cases, she will 
be expected to sterilize herself through birth control so that she can provide regular sex and 
regular income. 

If a baby should slip through the safe-sex net, then she will need to have the little fellow 
terminated at the local abortuary. Then, when she reaches her mid-forties, her husband, or live-in 
boyfriend, will discover that she is not the pretty young thing she once was; and, turning her in 
like a used car, he'll pick up a new sporty model -- properly socialized and feministically trained 
in sexual self-expression. Impoverished, lonely, sterile -- the modern woman finds herself a 
pitiful trophy to feminist ideology. This is the real price of women's liberation. 
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Ms. means Misery 

Feminism, at its heart, is anti-woman. Having denied her feminine created nature, the 
modern woman finds that the best she can invent is an ersatz man. For the feminist, a fulfilled 
woman is one who has a career like a man, who makes money like a man, who is as aggressive 
as a man, who is as sexually promiscuous as a man, who is as reproductively sterile as a man, 
and who is -- sorry, fellows -- as infantile as a man. Feminists solve the problem of male 
chauvinism by imitating their "oppressors." 

Michael Levin points out in his devastating work Feminism and Freedom: "The 
intensity of feminist rage at femininity should not be allowed to obscure the universality of 
feminist anger. It is difficult to call to mind another social movement in which feelings of 
displeasure and belligerence play so prominent a role .... It is not femininity in the abstract that 
feminists hate, but their own femininity .... Nothing could have produced this degree of anger at 
men and hatred of self but a childhood in which femaleness went unconfirmed by an ineffectual 
father, together perhaps with a dominant mother .... Committed feminists have indeed been 
cheated of a father's love." 

The rise of feminism can fairly be laid at the foot of men. Lazy to lead, and happy to 
enjoy the affluence that role reversal brings, men have embraced the new improved Feminist 
Woman. Sexual politics, men have found to their libidinous satisfaction, makes willing 
bedfellows. The pornographic Playboy empire regularly gives money grants to the feminist 
cause, because they have a vested interest in harvesting a class of young, sexually active, and 
neutered women. Men can use an aggressive plaything to provide them with money, sex, and 
prestige. Especially if there is no "downside" -- alimony, responsibility, or children. Women 
have become consumer products. 

Homegrown People 

As G.K. Chesterton pointed out in What's Wrong with the World, the blurred focus of 
modern life can be traced to our misunderstanding of Man, Woman, and Child. Neglecting the 
permanent imbalances of biology, the modern world treats people as interchangable and equal 
entities, and constructs an industrialized world-factory to fit their nightmare. As children are 
marched off to education warehouses and women forced permanently into the labor armies, men 
lose all spiritual vigor to lead in home or society. Families crumble. "The center cannot hold." 

Like planets knocked out of orbit, the heavenly hierarchy of the home is upset. World 
crashes upon world. Life becomes more self-centered; relationships become more coarse and 
brutal. Men make war on women; women make war on babies; and the babies make war, 
demographically, by their absence -- their silent screams being heard only by God. 

A good woman is not invented, but found. And she is only found where the delicate 
elements of male and female natures are held in hierarchical balance. Love and duty and all the 
other traditional womanly virtues help to create a familial environment in which the war of the 
sexes can find an armistice. The permanence of patriarchy must be defended so that the civilizing 
elements of matriarchy can be maintained. Humanity cannot be cracked in half: Male and female 
made He them. 

Conservatives must realize that without women we are lost. No society can exist without 
preserving the feminine. Yet, somehow, we have let the Left break off one half of the human 
race as an interest group and, in a spirit of imagined oppression, indoctrinate them in an attitude 
of alienation. Once dissatisfied with her divinely ordained self-definition, a woman may easily 
wander into the feminist fold. 

Only by offering a positive, heroic role for women can conservatives hope to stem this 
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tide. We do not need to invent a new woman; we only need to cherish the one that God has 
fashioned. 
-- JAMES L. SAUER 


WHAT NEXT? Change Your 


World, Not Mine 
Erik A. Johnson 


I often tell my parents how lucky they are to have been born in America. I don't say it 
because they are unaware of their great good fortune; they know that their accomplishments 
would have been impossible almost anywhere else on earth at almost any other time in the brief, 
turbulent history of civilization. 

And as opposed to so many Americans of this century -- especially of its waning years -- 
they know full well that their right to pursue happiness did not relieve them of their individual 
responsibility to achieve it. They know the American dream; they lived it; and they passed it on 
to me. 

Yes, they know how fortunate they are to have been born in America. But still I remind 
them, so that I might add a warning: "You were lucky enough to be born in America. I just pray 
you're lucky enough to die in America." 

When I say it, I envy them for having been born in the dying days of an era when our 
nation knew itself to be great and good, distinct and independent, a land of opportunity, a refuge 
from tyranny. For although the American ideal -- "Americanism," if you will -- can still be 
defined thus, the sad fact is that America, as defined by government policies and actions, has 
mutated into a monstrous collectivist state almost completely bereft of its original attributes. 

Provision and Prevention 

Of course, there are many reasons for America's sociopolitical involution -- and I, for 
one, am convinced that the machinations of cold-blooded conspirators played a large (and largely 
unadvertised) part in the process. 

But I am also convinced that well-meaning Americans of all political stripes have 
accelerated our nation's decline by accepting the notion that the state -- meaning all levels of 
government using all forms of police power -- should be involved primarily in provision and 
prevention: provision of life's "necessities" (many of which were considered luxuries before the 
middle of this century), and prevention of crime, injustice, racial enmity, and unacceptable 
attitudes (as opposed to punishing someone for actually injuring someone else). 

I am used to seeing serf-described "liberals" and "progressives" in the We Know Better 
camp, taxing the "rich" to provide food stamps and welfare hotels while working diligently to 
prevent all manner of misfortune through gun control, business regulation, drug prohibition, 
censorship, and the granting of special "rights" to "victimized minorities" like blacks, women, 
and gays. (Say -- what about Teenage Mutant Ninja Turtles?) It's all nonsense. 

There's about a century's worth of evidence of statist intervention in the private lives of 
Americans; it's an old story. The new wrinkle is that an alarming number of conservatives and 
Christians, while continuing rightly to reject the concept of state provision of wants or wishes, 
are buying into the second part of the statist program, prevention. And so I note of late that, with 
various views and to differing degrees, activists of all kinds -- the extant atheists and liberals and 
the newly converted Christians and conservatives -- are vying to get a grip on the government 
cudgel, in order to bash unenlightened, unconverted, or uncooperative foes into obeisance. 

The Catechistic State 
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If it's wrong for "them," it's wrong for "us"; how can we, as conservatives or libertarians 
or Christians, attack liberals or socialists or humanists for using the state to reshape America if 
we are trying to do the very same thing? Our argument that "we're right and they're wrong" is 
their argument, as well. The Constitution provides a process for our governance, not a guarantee 
of results. The answer lies in revivifying the private, local institutions of family, church, and 
other voluntary associations of like-minded citizens. 

Although I am a Christian, I am not willing to codify my -- or anyone else's -- 
interpretation of God's Word as civil law. Such a move would sentence America to an eternity of 
power struggles, religious and political -- to inevitable, incessant battles for control of two 
cudgels. 

For there is a systemic and insoluble problem facing those who would establish a 
catechistic Christian state: the doctrinal differences among Christian sects. If Baptists came to 
power, speaking in tongues might be outlawed; if Pentecostals took over, it might be required. 
What a mess! What a tragedy! 

Meddlesome Monster 

Government has no place in our spiritual lives, and we have no right to foist our beliefs 
on others. As soon as we justify our own intrusive actions, regardless of our sincerity or our 
conviction of correctness, we forfeit the right to complain about our enemies doing the same 
thing. It's bad enough that these conflicts occur in our private lives, but at least in that venue the 
damage is minimized, the effect localized, the controversy contained; the fact that our 
government has become a meddlesome monster capable of hurling heresies, however defined, at 
everyone everywhere at the same time should scare the hell out of us all. 

The solution is not to grab the government cudgel, implement our agenda, and try to hold 
power while our apostate enemies try to steal it away; the solution is to reduce the size of 
government, chop the cudgel into toothpicks, and reshape our downsized communities the way 
we would have them, according to the process delineated in our Constitution. Maybe you can't 
change the whole world -- but at least you can change your own world. Just make sure you 
change your world, not mine. 
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